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PREFACE 


-TO    THE 


FORMER     EDITIONS, 


HE  hiftory  of  Scotland  during 
the  unfortunate  reign  of  Queen 
Mary,  has  always  been  looked  upon 
as  one  of  the  moft  interefting  periods 
of  modern  hiftory.  Of  late  it  has 
been  treated  at  large  by  two  eminent 
writers,  whofe  works  make  a  confi- 
derable  figure  in  the  republic  of  let- 
ters ;  I  mean,  the  Reverend  Dr.  Ro- 
bertfon,  and  David  Hume  Efq. 

VOL.  I.  B  It 
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It  is  perhaps  none  of  the  leaft  ad- 
vantages which  we  now  enjoy,  that 
bigotry  and  party-rage  have  at  length 
fubfided.  Whatever  may  be  the  vices 
of  the  prefent  times,  furely  credulity 
will  not  be  imputed  to  us.  Every 
perfon  now  expedls  to  be  convinced 
by  proof  only,  fuch  as  from  the  na- 
ture of  things  may  be  expected. 

It  may  feem  ftrange,  yet  it  is  never- 
thelefs  true,  that  the  truth  of  the  fads 
relating  to  the  above  sera,  may  with 
more  certainty  be  judged  of  at  this 

clay,   than  could  have  been  done  at 

r 
the  time  when  they  happened.     This 

may  eafily  be  accounted  for.  The 
partifans  of  thofe  times  were  too 
much  inflamed,  to  trace  coolly,  and 
with  deliberation,  the  certain  evi- 
dence of  facfts,  Heated  with  paffion, 

declama- 
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declamation  often  fupplied  the  place 
of  reafon  and  proof.  Hence  it  is,  that 
from  the  many  volumes  of  the  con- 
troverfial  writers  of  that  age,  it  is  no 
eafy  matter  at  this  day  to  inveftigate 
the  truth. 

The  genuine  writings  relating  to 
the  above  period,  from  which  mode- 
rate men  could  with  certainty  have 
judged,  were  not  to  be  come  at. 
Locked  up  in  the  cabinets  of  minifters, 
whofe  intereft  it  was  to  have  them 
concealed,  they  lay  hid,  until  the 
hand  of  time  has  at  length  thrown 
open  the  repofitories,  and  produced 
thefe  writings  into  light.  The  large  col- 
legions  of  ftate-papers  from  the  Cot- 
ton library  and  Paper- office  published 
by  Anderfon,  Cecil  Lord  Burleigh's 
papers  publifhed  by  Haynes,  Dr. 
B  2  Forbes's 
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Forbes's  papers,  and  a  ftill  later  col- 
lection of  the  above  minifter's  papers 
from  the  Hatfield  library,  publiflied 
fo  late  as  the  year  1759  by  Murden, 
all  ferve  to  throw  new  light  upon 
the  tranfa&ions  of  the  Englifti  court 
with  refpedt  to  Mary  Queen  of  Scot- 
land. 

It  is  true,  however,  that  fuch  part 
of  the  written  evidence  as  ferved  to 
blacken  and  defame  that  princefs, 
was  taken  care  to  be  publiflied  at  the 
time,  and  fpread  abroad  againft  her. 
Such  were  certaffi  letters  faid  to  have 
been  written  by  her  to  the  Earl,  of 
Both  well.  Upon  the  evidence  of  thefe, 
Mary  has  been  generally  condemned, 
and  her  name  configned  to  infamy. 
And  indeed,  if  we  admit  thefe  writ- 
ings to  be  genuine,  her  advocates  will 
2  labour 
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labour  in  vain  to  convince  the  world 
of  her  innocence. 

Thefe  writings  were,  however,  not 
only  denied  by  the  Queen  to  be  hers, 
but  pofitively  aflerted  by  her  and  her 
friends  to  have  been  forged  by  the 
Earls  of  Murray  and  Morton,  her 
accufers,  who  produced  them  againft 
her. 

A  late  author,  the  learned  Mr. 
Goodall,  keeper  of  the  Advocates' 
library  at  Edinburgh,  was  the  firfl 
who  attempted  to  bring  a  direft  proof 
of  the  forgery  of  the  letters.  His  exa- 
mination of  them,  and  the  conclufion 
he  has  drawn  from  thence,  is  one  of 
the  moft  acute  and  ingenious  pieces 
of  criticifm  that  is  extant. 

B  3  On 
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On  the  other  hand,  Dr.  Robertfon 
and  Mr.  Hume  have,  in  oppofition  to 
Mr.  Goodall,  endeavoured  to  fupport 
the  authenticity  of  thefe  letters. 

In  this  ftate  the  author  of  the  fol- 
lowing treatife  took  up  the  queftion. 
Curiofity,  and  a  ftrong  defire  to  find 
out  the  truth,  were  inducements  to 
him  to  try,  if,  amidfl  fo  many  mazes 
and  perplexed  windings,  fome  path 
might  not  be  fallen  upon  that  led  to 
truth. 

Kis  plan  was,  to  trace  thefe  letters, 
ftep  by  ftep,  from  their  firft  appear- 
ance in  the  hands  of  the  Earl  of 
Morton,  who  produced  them  againft 
Queen  Mary;  and  to  remark,  with 
care  and  candour,  every  circumftance 
that  attended  them  through  the 
whole  procedure  in  the  conferences 

before 
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before  Queen  Elizabeth  and  the  Eng- 
lifli  council. 

Towards  this  plan  Mr.  Goodall  had 
fmoothed  the  way,  by  the  collection 
of  original  papers  contained  in  the 
fecond  volume  of  his  work ;  by 
which  he  has  united  the  chain  of 
procedure  in  the  above  conferences, 
and  fupplied  us  with  fuch  papers  as 
Anderfon  in  his  collections  has  with 
much  partiality  fuppreffed. 

In  proceeding  upon  this  plan,  the 
author  was  foon  fenfible  of  the  light 
breaking  in  upon  him,  by  the  beams 
of  which  he  has  been  directed. 

Befides  the  Queen's  letters  to  the 

Earl  of  Bothwell,  fome  other  pieces 

of  written   evidence   were   produced 

by  the  Earls  of  Murray  and  Morton 

B  4  againft 
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againfl  her,  which  Mr.  Goodall  had 
not  examined;  fuch  as,  the  love-verfes, 
or  fonnets,  faid  to  be  written  by  her  to 
Bothwell  5  alfo  the  confejjion  of  Nicholas 
Hubert,  or  French  Paris.  Thefe  the 

author  has  now  critically  examined, 

*  .        . 

and  brought  under  the  eye  of  the 
public. 

He  has  likewife  brought  together 
in  a  collected  view,  the  diredl  or  pofi- 
tive  evidence,  ilill  on  record,  tending 
to  fhow  what  part  the  Earls  of  Mur- 
ray and  Morton,  and  Secretary  Leth- 
ington,  had  in  the  murcler  of  the 
Lord  Darnley.  This  part  naturally 
leads  into  a  hiflory  of  the  whole  fafts 
which  ferve  to  throw  light  upon  that 
dark  affair;  and  to  an  examination 
of  the  hiftories  of  Dr.  Robertfon  and 

Mr. 
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Mr.  Hume,  info  far,  as  they  relate  to 
thefe  fafts. 

In  treating  this  fubjeft,  as  the  au- 
thor difdains  the  name  of  a  party- 
writer,  he  is  confcious  of  no  defign  to 
miflead  the  reader.  He  has  afferted 
nothing  without  giving  good  autho- 
rity; .he  generally  quotes  the  very 
words  of  the  records,  and  leaves  the 
reader  to  give  his  own  judgment.  If 
he,  has  differed,  either  in  point  of  fa  ft 
or  argument,  from  any  of  the  lateft 
writers  on  this  fubjeft,  he  has  given 
his  reafons ;  and  hopes  he  has  done 
fa  with  that  deference  which  is  due 
to  the  public,  and  with  that  tem- 
per and  good  mannecs  which  every 
gentleman  has  a  right  to  expeft.  In 
the  courfe  of  argument,  it  is  fcarcely 
poflible,  for  one  who  thinks  he  has 
conviction  on  his  fide,  to  remain  at 

all 
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all  times  cool  and  difpaffionate.  If, 
in  fome  pafTages,  he  may  have  ex- 
ceeded the  moderation  of  a  critic,  he 
did  not  mean  to  offend,  and  hopes 
that  he  will  not  often  ftand  in  need 
of  an  indulgence  on  that  account. 

Already,  two  centuries  have  pafled 
fmce  the  time  of  the  tranfa&ions 
which  gave  rife  to  this  difpute ;  and 
however  the  partifans  of  thofe  times 
might  have  been  inflamed  in  their 
controverfy,  the  author  fees  no  good 
reafon,  at  this  day,  for  keeping  up 
that  ill  humour.  He  looks  upon  this 
fubjedl  as  one  of  thofe  dark  and  intri- 
cate parts  of  hiftory  that  have  occurred 
in  the  annals  of  every  nation. 

It  is,  perhaps,  of  no  great  moment, 
at  this  day,  to  find  out  whether  the 
accufation  brought  by  Philip  the  Fair 

of 
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of  France,  againft  the  Knights  Tem- 
plars, was  truly  juft,  or  altogether 
falfe  and  political,  in  order,  by  their 
extirpation,  to  feize  upon  the  im- 
menfe  revenues  of  that  rich  commu- 
nity: Or,  whether  the  perfon  who 
appeared  in  different  places,  after  the 
defeat  of  Don  Sebaftian  King  of  Por- 
tugal in  Africa,  and  was  imprifoned 
and  put  to  death  by  the  King  of  Spain, 
then  in  pofTeffion  of  his  dominions, 

was    an    impoftor,    or  the   identical 

_.* 

King  of  Portugal.  Such  dark  paf- 
fages  in  hiftory  have  exercifed  the 
pens  of  the  learned,  the  curious,  and 
the  inquifitive,  in  every  age.  As  fuch 
the  author  confidered  the  prefent  fub- 
jedl,  and  as  fuch  has  treated  it,  with 
no  other  view,  than  that  of  difcover- 
ing  the  truth,  by  endeavouring  to 
elucidate  a  piece  of  hiftory,  in  itfelf 
important  and  interefting.  At  the 

fame 
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fame  time,  for  the  honour  of  the  fex, 
what  generous  breaft  would  not 
endeavour,  if  in  his  power,  to 
refcue  an  unfortunate  and  injured 
princefs,  from  a  load  of  infamy  that 
has  been  thrown  upon  her  I  Who  can 
even  read  Dr.  Robertfon's  hiflory  of 
the  ill-fated  Queen  Mary,  without 
wifliing  to  find  her  innocent  ? 

The  author's  firft  intention  was,  to 

* 

fludy  brevity ;  on  which  plan,  it  may 
be  faid,  his  work  might  have  been 
more  concife  and  contrafteci:  but 
when  the  fubje£t  is  confidered  to  be 
an  examination  of  writings,  and  a 
critical  difcuflion  of  the  feveral  argu- 
ments of  different  authors  founded 
upon  thefe  writings,  he  hopes  there 
will  appear  good  reafon  for  his  chufing 
rather  to  be  explicit  than  fliort,  and 

full  rather  than  obfcure. 

He 
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He  is  very  fenfible  of  theeimper- 
feftions  attending  his  work,  and  of 
the  indulgence  of  the  public  in  their 
favourable  reception  of  the  firft  im- 
preflion  of  it.  He  has,  by  a  revifal  of 
the  former  edition,  retrenched  what 
he  thought  was  fuperfluous,  and 
availed  himfelf  of  feveral  obfervations 
of  his  friends,  in  making  very  confi- 
derable  additions  in  the  prefent.  His 
greateft  difficulty  through  the  whole 
has  been,  to  trace  out  the  avenues 
that  lead  to  truth,  and  to  clear  away 
the  rubbifh  of  two  centuries,  which 
obfcured  and  choked  them  up. 

Clara praspandere  lumina  menti, 

Res  quibus  occultas  penitus  convifere  poUis. 

LUCRETIUS. 
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CINCE  the   publication  of  the  laft 
edition  of  this  work,  feveral  new 
writers  have  appeared  in  the  caufe. 

The  late  learned  Dr.  Gilbert  Stuart, 
in  his  Hiflory  of  Queen  Mary,  has 
placed  the  character  of  that  unfor- 
tunate princefs  upon  a  folid  bafis. 
His  work  is  judicious,  nervous,  and 
eloquent;  founded  upon  authentic  re- 
cords, which  will  Hand  the  teft  of 
criticifm. 

After  the  Hiftory  of  Dr.  Stuart,  a 
pamphlet  appeared,  under  the  title  of 
*'  Mifcellaneous  Remarks  on  the  In- 
quiry into  the  Evidence  againft  Queen 
Mary."  This  writer,  under  the  dif- 
guife  of  a  friend  to  the  Queen  of 
Scots,  endeavours,  by  farcafm  and 
3  irony, 
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irony,  to  turn  to  ridicule  the  argu- 
ments urged  in  her  defence  by  Mr. 
Goodall  and  the  author  of  this  Inquiry. 

Thus  the  late  Lord  Bolingbroke, 
while  he  endeavours  to  fap  the  founda- 
tion of  all  religion,  tells  us,  with  much 
affefted  zeal,  that  its  caufe  had  been 
betrayed  by  a  wicked  confederacy  of 
Divines  and  Atheifts.  The  mifcella- 
neous  Remarker  fets  out  with  declar- 
ing, "  That  however  difaftrous  Queen 
Mary's  intercourfe  with  the  Earl  of 
Bothwell  might  be,  yet,  with  refpedt 
to  her,  it  was  innocent  * ;  and  that 
her  advocates  and  champions,  in  uling 
weak  arguments  in  her  defence,  have 
injured  her  caufe. "  Verfant  in  ver- 
bal criticifm,  this  Remarker,  to  the 
utmoft  of  his  ability,  attempts  to 

*  Can  Queen  Mary  be  innocent,  if  the  letters^ 
which  this  Remarker  endeavours  to  fupport,  are 
authentic  ? 

fupport 
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fupport  the  pretended  letters  of  r.he 
Queen  to  Bothwell,  againft  Mr.  Good- 
all  and  the  author  of  the  Inquiry ; 
and  having,  in  his  own  opinion,  efta- 
bliflied  the  authenticity  of  thofe  let- 
tersy  he  leaves  his  innocent  Queen 
Mary  in  the  hands  of  her  enemies, 
ftripped  of  every  defence  againft  their 
accufation.  Such  is  the  honeft  and 
ingenuous  plan  of  the  Mifcellaneous 
Rcmarker  *. 

To  put  an  end  to  this  important 
controverfy,  in  which  feveral  of  the 
mofl  able  and  diftinguifhed  writers 
of  the  age  have  been  engaged,  was 
referved  for  the  learned  Mr.  Whita- 
ker.  This  Gentleman  enters  the 
lilts  bold  and  intrepid  in  the  defence 

*  I  fhould  not  have  taken  notice  of  this  perform- 
ance, had  not  Dr.  Robertfon,  in  his  late  edition,  re- 
ferred to  thefe  Remarks. 

Of 
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fof  opprefled  innocence  :  his  warmth 
is  the  refult  of  his  honeft  feelings. 
His  work,  at  once  learned,  acute,  and 
candid*  comprehends  the  whole  argu- 
ments on  either  fide,  which  are  dif- 
cufled  with  fuch  perfpicuity,  ability, 
and  decifion,  as,  we  apprehend,  leaves 
ho  further  place  for  fcepticifm  in  the 
Marian  controverfy. 

The  Author  of  the  Inquiry  thinks 
himfelf  bound  to  acknowledge  the 
liberality  and  candour  of  Mr.  Whit- 
aker,  in  the  diftinguifhed  manner  in 

which  he  treats  his  Vindication  of  the 

<j 
injured  Queen  Of  Scots.     In  juftice  to 

himfelf  he  muft  fay,  that  his  attempt 
was  difmterefted  at  kaft,  and  on  the 
fide  of  humanity. 

The  confcioufnefs  of  this,  of  itfelf* 

was  fufficient  reward  to  him,  in  his 

VOL,  I,  C  o\Vil 
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own  breaft  5  and  when  he  finds  fuper- 
added  to  this,  the  public  approbation, 
he  owns  that  he  feels  himfelf  abun- 
dantly compenfated  for  his  trouble. 
While  Mr.  Whitaker  does  him  honour, 
he  makes  one  reflection  upon  the  fuo 
cefs,  perhaps  unmerited,  of  his  work, 
•which  the  Author  of  the  Inquiry  muft 
here  explain.  "  His  fuccefs,"  fays 
Mr.  Whitaker,  "  has  injured  his  maf- 
ter's  reputation.  The  glory  was  in 
no  fmall  meafure  Mr.  Goodall's,  yet 
this  original  proprietor  is  almofl  for- 
gotten." 

Perhaps  in  fome^meafure  this  is 
true;  yet,  as  the  Inquirer  hopes,  from 
no  fault  of  his. 

When  Mr.   Goodall   firft  gave   his 
work  to  the  Public,  tiie  hiftory  and 
misfortunes  of  Queen  Mary  feemed 
to  be  forgotten.    Her  ill-fated  mar- 
riage 
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Hage  with  the  Earl  of  Bothwell,  the 
perfon  reputed  to  be  the  murderer  of 
her  former  hufband  Lord  Darnley, 
carried  with  it  fuch  prefumption  of 
her  guilt,  as,  without  almoft  any 
other  proof,  convinced  her  enemies. 
The  letters  faid  to  have  been  written 
and  addreffed  by  her  to  the  Earl  of 
Bothwell,  feemed  to  be  convincing 
proof  againft  her,  and  put  to  filence 
the  friends  which  remained  to  her. 
It  had  indeed  been  always  aflferted 
by  the  Queen  and  her  friends,  at  the 
time  that  thofe  letters  'were  exhibited* 
that  they  were  forged  $  but  no  direft 
proof  of  this  appeared :  for  this  good 
ireafon  indeed,  that  the  original  let- 
ters produced  by  her  rebel  fubje6t$ 
before  Queen  Elizabeth,  which  Mary, 
with  the  utmoft  folicitude,  defired  to 
fee,  and  to  anfwer,  were  as  anxi- 
oufly  kept  up  by  Elizabeth  from  her, 
C  2  ,  during 
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during  her  life.  Thus  the  letters  re-» 
mained  as  evidence  againft  the  op- 
prefTed  Queen  down  to  the  prefenn 
time. 

Mr.  Goodall,  in  the  year  1752,  pub- 
lifhed  his  examination  of  the  letters. 

- To    every  impartial    reader  his 

proof  of  the  falfehood  of  thefe  letters 
is  clear  and  convincing.  Yet  fuch  is 
the  effeft  of  prejudice,  that  this  learn- 
ed and  ingenious  detection,  with  dif- 
ficulty, and  with  flow  fleps,  made 
its  advances  to  the  ear  of  the  Public. 
It  has  been  the  peculiar  misfortune 
of  Queen  Mary,  from  the  beginning, 
to  be  condemned  unheard.  Now,  from 
the  lapfe  of  time,  the  prejudice 
againft  her  had  gathered  flrength  and 
taken  deep  root;  her  caufe  feemed 
defperate.  Mr.  GoodalPs  Vindication,, 
without  a  fair  examination,  was  con- 

fidered 
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fidered  as  a  piece  of  Quixotifm,  and  as 
fuch  held  out  to  the  Public  *. 

Soon  after  its  publication,  the  Hif- 
tories  of  Dr.  Robertfon  and  Mr.  Hume 
made  their  appearance;  in  which,  an* 
fwers  were  given  by  thefe  writers  to 
Mr.  Goodall's  Vindication ;  not  by  a 
particular  inveftigation  of  his  proof, 
detecting  the  letters  to  be  falfe  and 
forged  ;  but  in  eluding  his  argument, 
by  fuppofing,  or  prefuming  (for  be- 
yond a  prefumption  it  never  arrived), 
that  the  French  letters^  printed  at  the 
very  time,  and  downwards  to  the 
prefent  time  held  by  all  the  world 
to  be  the  original  letters  written  by 
the  Queen,  yet  were  not  fo,  but  were 
copies  from  a  vitiated  tranflation. 
This  is  an  evafion,  a  mere  fubter- 
fuge  of  thefe  hiftorians.  Mr.  Goodall, 

*  See  the  periodical  papers  of  the  time, 

C  3  and 
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and  the  Author  of  the  following  In- 
quiry   after    him,     apprehend    they 
have  brought  proof,  full  as  from  the 
nature  of  the  thing   at  this  day  can 
be  expefted,  of  the  faft  required  by 
Dr»  Robertfon,    viz.   that    the   French 
letters  which  we  now  have,   are  the 
identical  letters  which  were  produced 
by  Murray  *; — the  general  aflent  given 
by  all  the  world,   to  the  authenticity 
of  the  French  letters,  at  the  time  they 
were  printed  and  published  in  Lon- 
,don,  where  the  exadt  copies  of  them, 
as    prefented    by     Murray    and    his 
afTociates  to   Queen   Elizabeth,  were 
lodged,  and  by  which  a  fpurious  copy 
mufl  have  been  immediately  detected ; 
and    this    general  affent,    confirmed 
and    acquiefced    in    for    above    two 
hundred    years,    by    the    writers   on 

*  See  Inquiry,  Part  I.  chap,  ii.  and  iv. 

both 
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both  fides,  without  challenge  or 
contradiction,  until  the  prefent  sera; 
when  the  two  hiftorians,  Dr.  Robert- 
fon  and  Mr.  Hume,  thought  proper 
to  throw  out  their  conjecture  againft 
them,  as  falfe  and  unauthenticated, 
in  order  to  elude  Mr.  Goodall's  detec- 
tion of  the  whole  forgery  of  Murray's 
letters.  Yet  fuch  at  the  fame  time  ii 
their  procedure,  that  upon  the  fame 
falfe  copy,  according  to  the  hypo- 
thefes  of  the  two  hiftorians,  have 
they  refted  their  ftrongeft  arguments 
againft  Queen  Mary  *. 

Mr.  Goodall  was  urged  by  feveral 
of  his  friends  at  the  time,  to  reply  to 
the  two  hiftorians,  in  vindication  of 
his  dete<5tion  of  the  letters.  This 
however  he  declined,  from  an  honeft 

*  Robertfon,  vol.  i.  p.  397.  octavo  edition- 

C  4  indig- 
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indignation  at  the  uncandid  reception 
his  book  had  met  with.  He  had, 
however,  collected  materials  for  a 
hiftory  of  the  reign  of  Queen  Mary, 
in  which,  no  doubt,  he  would  have 
taken  notice  of  what  had  been  ad- 
vanced by  the  two  laft  hiflorians  in 
oppofition  to  his  examination  of  the 
letters ;  but  he  did  not  live  to  accom- 
plifh  his  defign.  Thus  the  caufe  of 
Queen  Mary  feemed  to  be  given  up  j 
her  champion  had  retired  from  the 
field. 

The  Author  of  this  Inquiry  had  read 
and  examined  with  care  Mr.  Good- 
airs  book,  at  the  time  of  its  publica- 
tion. He  did  the  fame  juftice  to  Dr. 
Robertfon  and  Mr.  Hume.  As  to  thefe 
laft  he  found  himfelf  difappoint- 
ed,  He  owns  that  he  expelled,  froi^i 

tWQ 
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two  authors,  whofe  names  juftly  flood 
high  in  the  annals  of  literature,  a 
candid  acknowledgment  of  Mr. 
Goodall's  dete&ion  of  the  palpable 
fraud  of  the  letters,  inftead  of  having 
recourfe  to  an  evafion,  to  elude  the 
combat  with  him, 


The  love  of  juftice  is  imprinted  in. 
the  breaft  of  every  man.  If  there  be  a 
latent  grain  of  native  virtue  in  the 
human  heart,  innocence  opprefled 
will  raife  it  into  a  flame.  Under  this 
predicament  the  Author  of  the  Inquiry 
found  himfelf.  He  was  fenfible  that 
Mr.  Goodall's  book,  although  a  moft 
ingenious  and  learned  piece  of  criti- 
cifm,  and  fatisfaftory  and  convincing, 
was  not  calculated  for  the  generality 
of  readers  :  amufement,  without  the 
fatigue  of  much  thought,  is  the  pre- 
vailing tafte  of  the  time,  Mr.  Good- 

all's 
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all's  examination  of  the  letters  is  an 
abftradt  piece  of  criticifm,  which  few 
will  give  themfelves  the  trouble  to 
dip  into.  Separate  from  the  examin- 
ation of  the  letter^  one  of  the  ftrong- 
eft  arguments  in  favour  of  Queen 
Mary,  arifes  from  a  careful  invefti- 
gation  of  the  feveral  fleps  of  proce- 
dure in  the  conferences  of  the  Eng- 
lifh  and  Scottifh  commiilicners  in  the 
caufe  of  Queen  Mary  and  her  rebel 
fubjedls  at  York,  and  at  Weftminfter 
in  prefence  of  Queen  Elizabeth.  In 
thefe  conferences,  the  manifeft  par- 
tiality of  the  laft,  and  her  determined, 
though  covered  purpofe,  of  inftigat- 
ing  thefe  rebels  to  defame  and  accufe 
their  Sovereign,  while  the  pretended 
proof  of  their  accufation  was  art- 
fully, and  by  various  fliifts,  kept 
from  her  fight,  is  there  brought  to 
light,  and  the  fliameful  duplicity  of 

Eliza- 
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Elizabeth,    through  all  her   artifice, 
ftands  detefted. 

Mr.  Goodall  had,  with  great  care, 
collected  the  whole  a6ls  and  journals 
of  the  above  conferences,  which  he 
gives  at  full  length  verbatim.  Thefe 
compofe  a  volume,  of  not  very  plea- 
fant  reading.  Few  readers  will  take 
the  trouble  to  trace  the  fadls  from 
thefe  dry  journals  themfelves.  The 
hiftorians  followed  a  different  courfe. 
Their  account  of  the  conferences  is 
general,  fuperficial,  and  often  erro- 
neous. They  knew  the  eafy  humour 
of  the  time.  They  took  the  popular 
fide,  the  beaten  road,  which  they 
Brewed  with  flowers.  Their  hiftories 
are  pleafant,  eloquent,  and  plaufible. 
Was  it  to  be  wondered,  the  caufe  of 
Queen  Mary  funk  under  the  weight 
of  two  fuch  popular  writers  I 

3  To 
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To  refcue  from  infamy  an  illuftri- 
ous,  injured  character,  in  oppofition 
to  fuch  writers,  appeared  to  be  a 
bold,  a  rafh  attempt,  in  the  Author 
of  the  Inquiry  :  from  the  love  of  juf- 
tice,  from  conviction  in  his  own 
mind  of  truth,  he  was  prompted  to 
the  attempt.  Could  he  but  make  the 
argument  of  Mr.  Goodall  more  palat- 
able to  the  prefent  tafte ;  could  he 
render  lefs  abftrufe  his  learned  detec- 
tion of  the  letters,  the  chief  evidence 
againft  Queen  Mary,  and  expofe  the 
fallacy  of  the  objections  raifed  againft 
it  by  the  two  hiftorians  ;  could  he 
trace,  through  all  her  mazes,  the 
artful  Elizabeth,  and  expofe  to  light 
the  double  and  infamous  conduct  of 
her  and  her  minifters,  in  fupporting 
Queen  Mary's  rebel  fubje<5ts,  while, 
under  thq  mafk  of  friendflhip  and  im- 

partiality^ 
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partiality,  fhe  was  irrigating  them 
to  accufe  and  defame  her;  and,  to  go 
a  flep  further-^could  he,  by  a  plain 
hiftorical  narrative  of  fails,  attefted 
by  clear  and  unqueftionable  evidence, 
unfold  the  previous  fteps  and  circurri- 
ftances  which  lead  to  the  murder  of 
the  Lord  Darnley,  with  the  parts 
which  the  Earls  of  Murray,  Morton, 
and  their  confederates,  afted  in  that 
dark  and  horrid  fcene,  and  in  its 
confequences,  he  doubted  not  of 
fuccefs. 

Such  were  the  Author's  motives, 
fuch  was  the  plan  of  his  work.  'Mr. 
Goodall  had  retired.  The  two  hifto- 
rians  remained  on  the  field.  The 
Author  again  brought  up  Goodall's 
forces.  He  joined  to  them  his  own, 
fuch  as  they  were ;  he  renewed  the 

combat; 
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combat ;  the  enemy,  in  their  turn, 
retired,  and  left  the  champions  of 
Jtfary  matters  of  the  field. 

In  this  performance  the  Author  dif- 
claims  all  rivalfliip  with  Mr.  GoodalL 
His  learned  and  original  work  muft 
always  be  regarded  as  the  great  bul- 
wark in  the  defence  of  Mary  Queen 

of   Scots. Thus  far  only  feemed 

neceflary  to  the  Author  of  this  In- 
quiry, to  apologife  for  his  own 
work. 

In  the  prefent  edition,  he  has  cor- 
rented  a  few  miftakes  into  which  he 
had  fallen  in  the  former  editions. 
He  has,  by  way  of  introduction  to 
his  work,  given  a  view  of  the  ftate  of 
the  kingdom  of  Scotland,  and  of  the 
principal  characters  who  figure  in 

the 
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the  following  tranfaftions.  He  has 
likewife  made  feveral  important  addi- 
tions ;  particularly  an  examination 
of  the  Queen's  conduct,  from  the  sera 
of  Rizio's  affaffination,  to  the  murder 
of  Lord  Darnley;  with  a  diflertation 
on  that  affair.  And  to  render  his 
work  more  agreeable  to  the  reader, 
he  has  endeavoured  to  conne<5l  this 
critical  examination  of  the  evidence 
againft  Queen  Mary,  with  a  com- 
mentary, or  outlines  of  the  hiftory  of 
the  times  from  whence  the  moft  im- 
portant parts  of  his  work  take  their 
rife:  all  which,  with  deference, 
he  fubrnits  to  the  judgment  of  the 
Public. 

He  fhould  be  unjuft,   were  he  to 
omit  taking  notice  of  Mademoifelle  de 
Keralio,  the  author  of  the  lateft  publi- 
cation 
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cation  on  the  fide  of  Queen  Mary; 
V  Hijtoire  d*  Elizabeth  Reirie  tiAngle- 
tcrre,  written  by  that  Lady,  is  a  work 
of  very  great  merit.  Although  fhe 
appears  as  an  apblogift  for  the  Queen 
of  Scots,  (he  is  not  blind  to  her  fail- 
ings. She  has,  with  amazing  induf- 
try  and  refearch,  collected  all  that 
frelatds  t6  the  tranfaftions  refpefling 
Queen  Elizabeth  and  Que£n  Mary 
from  the  Britifh  writers,  and  like- 
wife  from  thofe  of  her  own  country, 
which  flie  has  felefted  with  judg- 
ment. Her  ilyle  is  nervous  and  ani- 
mated; her  reflections  are  fenfible^ 
and  her  arguments  convincing.  Such 
a  work  was  wanting,  to  do  complete 
juflice  to  the  injured  Queen  Mary; 
Buchanan's  Hiflory  of  Scotland, 
which,  with  regard  to  the  Queen 
of  Scots,  is  a  continued  libel  againft 

her* 
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her,  written  in  a  learned  language 
and  elegant  ftyle,  and  referring  to 
authorities  now  detected  as  falfe,  had 
fpread  infamy  upon  the  character  of 
Mary  over  the  Continent.  Although 
thefe  falfehoods  have  been  fully  ex- 
pofed,  and  Mary  ftands  now  vindi- 
cated at  home,  yet  her  vindication 
has  fcarcely  reached  the  Continent. 
Mr.  De  Thou,  Bayle,  Voltaire,  and 
other  French  writers,  feduced  by 
Buchanan,  had  adopted  his  falfe- 
hoods. To  remove  what  they  had 
inculcated,  was  referved  for  Ma- 
demoifelle  De  Keralio ;  for  the  pen  of 
a  French  Lady,  to  reflore  the  charac- 
ter of  a  Queen  of  France,  who  was 
once  in  high  efteem  there,  and  who 
once  (hone  among  the  moft  illuftrious 
characters  in  that  kingdom. 

VOL.  I.  D  This* 
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This,  Mademoifelle  De  Keralio  has 
effectually  done.  She  has  completed 
the  triumph  of  Queen  Mary,  by  a 
work,  which  does  honour  to  her  fex 
and  to  her  country. 


INTRODUCTION. 

r  |  ^  HE  fubjeft  of  the  following  Inquiry, 
is  an  apology,  or  vindication,  of  the 
character  of  the  illuftrious  Mary  Stuart, 
hereditary  Queen  of  Scotland  by  birth,  and 
Queen  of  France  by  her  marriage  with 
King  Francis  the  Second  of  that  kingdom. 
The  character,  accomplifhments,  and  mif- 
fortunes,  of  this  princefs,  have  been  the 
fubjeft  of  much  writing  and  controverfy 
among  the  Britifh  hiftorians.  Republican 
writers,  equally  averfe  to  monarchy  and 
to  the  houfe  of  Stuart,  have  drawn  her 
picture  in  the  blackeft  colours,  by  traducing 
her  as  an  accomplice  with  the  Earl  of 
Bothwell  in  the  murder  of  the  Lord  Darn- 
jey  her  huiband.  On  the  other  hand,  the 
D  2  writers 
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writers  attached  to  the  ancient  conftitutiori 
of  their  country,  and  to  the  family  of 
Stuart,  have  regarded  that  unfortunate  prin- 
cefs  as  one  of  the  mod  virtuous  and  accom- 
plifhed  characters  of  that  age,  and  as  a 
victim  to  the  fecret  confpiracies  carried  on 
by  fome  of  the  heads  of  the  reformed  party 
in  her  kingdom  for  her  deftruclion ;  which, 
by  the  bafeft  arts,  and  at  laft  by  open 
rebellion,  they  accomplifhed, 

By  way  of  Introduction,  the  Author 
judges  it  not  improper  to  fketch  a  few  out- 
lines of  the  ancient  hiftory  of  Scotland^ 

leading  to  a  connected  view  of  the  prin- 

c* 
cipal    facts,    and  characters,    concerned  in 

thofe  tranfactions  which  give  rife  to  the 
following  Inquiry. 

MARY  S'T<IART,  the  lineal  defcendant  of 
a  long  race  of  kings,  was  the  only  daughter 
of  James  King   of  Scotland,    the  fifth   of 
that  name,  and  of  Mary  of  Lorraine,  daugh- 
ter 
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.ter  of  Rene  Duke  of  Guife.  Her  misfor- 
tunes may  be  faid  to  have  begun  at  her 
birth,  by  the  death  of  her  father,  who  died 
five  days  after  that  event,  leaving  her  and 
his  kingdom  in  the  midft  of  an  ocean  of 
ftorms  and  tempefts  which  threatened  them 
on  every  hand. 

The  government  of  this  kingdom  was 
from  very  remote  antiquity  monarchical 
and  hereditary.  As  the  feudal  fyftem  was 
introduced  very  early  among  a  fierce  and 
brave  race  of  men,  addicted  to  war,  and 
fond  of  fignalizing  themfelves  in  the  field 
under  the  banners  of  their  Chieftains ; 
thefe  officers,  who  were  pofiefled  of  large 
eftates,  defcendant  in  their  families,  and 
of  a  numerous  vaflalage,  were,  when 
united,  at  all  times  more  powerful  than 
their  Monarch :  hence  a  perpetual  jea- 
loufy  fubfifted  between  the  King  and 
Nobles. 

D  3  James 
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James  the  Fifth,  the  father  of  Queen 
Mary,  a  high-fpirited  prince,  endued  with 
many  accomplifhments,  and  beloved  by  his 
people,  formed  a  plan  for  lefiening  the 
power  of  the  Nobles.  He  began  by  ingra- 
tiating himfelf  with  the  clergy,  who  at 
that  time  formed  one  of  the  three  eftates 
of  the  kingdom ;  and,  by  the  liberality  of 
the  ancient  Scottiih  monarchs,  were  pof- 
fefled  of  great  revenues  annexed  to  the 
church.  James  repaired  his  fortrefles,  filled 
them  with  men,  arms,  and  ammunition. 
He  then,  by  degrees,  began  to  reftrain  the 
infolence  of  fome  of  the  nobility ;  and, 
under  various  pretexts,  to  call  them  to 
account.  The  Earl  of  Angus,  the  head  of 
the  ancient  and  potent  family  of  Douglas, 
was  attainted  for  treafon,  and  the  Earl  of 
Bothwell  was  baniihed  into  France  for 
holding  a  treafcnable  correfpondence  with 
the  King  of  England.  By  thefe  and  other 
examples,  the  refentment  of  the  nobility 

was 
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was   awakened,  which  foon   fhewed  itfelf 
in  a  very  extraordinary  manner** 

Henry  the  Eighth,  King  of  England^ 
having  declared  war  againft  James  his 
nephew,  this  laft  having  fummoned  his 
chieftains  to  attend  his  flandard  in  defence 
of  the  kingdom,  they  obeyed,  and  marched 
to  repel  the  Englifh.  army,  who  had  en- 
tered Scotland.  Thefe,  through  fcarcity 
of  proviflons  and  the  inclemency  of  the 
feafon,  being  obliged  to  retire  before  the 
Scots ;  James,  at  the  head  of  his  army, 
leading  them  on  to  the  attack,  his  Nobles, 
with  their  vaflals,  followed  him,  until  they 
faw  the  enemy  repafs  the  limits  of  the 
kingdom,  beyond  which,  to  the  great  mor- 
tification of  the  King,  they  refufed  to  ad- 
vance a  ftep.  On  the  return  of  the  feafon, 
James  again  called  together  an  army,  with 
defign,  in  his  turn,  to  invade  the  Englifh 
territories ;  and  gave  the  command  to  Oli- 
ver Sinclair,  as  General  On  this,  the  army, 
D4  by 
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by  the  influence  of  their  chieftains,   not 
only  refufed  to  follow  him,  but  on  the  firft 
attack  furrendered  without  a  ftroke  to  the 
Englifh.     This  furprifmg  event  difcovered 
to  the  King  the   general  difaffedion  of  his 
Barons,    who,     in    all    probability,     were 
gained  over  to  the  intereft  of  the  Englifh 
Monarch,  and  his  own  inability  to  reduce 
them  to  obedience.     A  conflict  of  paflions 
took  place  in  his  breaft,  and  impaired  his 
health  ;    and  the  fudden  death  of  his  two 
fons  happening  at    this    time,    thefe  con- 
curring difafters  brought  this   high-fpirited 
prince  to  an  early  grave.     He  died  at  the 
age   of  thirty-three  years,    leaving  behind 
him  one  only  infant  daughter,  Mary,  the 
heirefs  of  his  crown. 

James,  with  a  few  failings,  had  much 
merit  in  his  attempts  to  reform  the  man- 
ners of  his  kingdom,  and  to  enact  good 
laws.  The  courts  of  juftice,  which  were 
unfixed  and  arbitrary,  he  made  permanent 
3  and 


INTRODUCTION.  41 

and  regular.  He  eftablifhed  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Seffion,  under  the  name  of  The 
College  of  Juftice ;  and  encouraged  learn- 
ing and  arts,  in  which  he  was  himfelf  well 
{killed,  particularly  in  poetry  and  architec- 
ture. Moft  of  the  royal  palaces  were  re- 
paired by  him ;  fo  that  it  is  faid  few  kings 
in  Europe  were  more  elegantly  lodged  than 
King  James  the  Fifth.  Of  his  poetry 
there  are,  according  to  tradition,  fome  re- 
mains, which  are  efteemed  by  his  coun- 
trymen. 

On  the  death  of  James  the  Fifth  the 
kingdom  was  divided  by  fadion:  the 
clergy,  from  their  concurrence  in  the  King's 
meafures,  were  detefted  by  the  nobility, 
who  now  aflumed  the  tfcendant.  The 
Queen- mother,  a  woman  of  prudence  and 
fine  parts,  at  firft  wifely  took  no  part  in, 
government,  but  ftudied  to  ingratiate  her- 
felf  with  all.  The  nobility  unanimoufly 
made  choice  of  the  Duke  of  Chatelherault, 

the 
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the  next  heir  to  the  crown,  to  be  Regent 
of  the  kingdom  during  the  infancy  of  the 
Queen. 

The  new  opinions  with  regard  to  reli* 
glon,  firft  introduced  by  Luther  into  Ger- 
many, had  before  this  time  got  footing  in 
England.  King  Henry  the  Eighth's  love 
for  Anne  Boleyn  is  well  known  to  have 
been  his  motive  for  quarrelling  with  the 
Pope,  who  refufed  his  fandion  to  the 
King's  divorce  with  Queen  Catherine,  and 
to  his  marriage  with  Anne.  Henry,  on 
this,  renounced  the  Pope's  authority,  de- 
clared himfelf  the  head  of  th£  Englifh 
church,  and  gave  encouragement  to  the 
new  or  reformed  religion.  Henry,  at  the 
fame  time,  gratified  another  paflion,  ava- 
rice. By  abolifhing  the  abbeys  and 
monafteries  throughout  his  kingdom,  he  be- 
came mafter  of  an  immenfe  treafure,  which 
for  ages  had  been  accumulated  in  thofe 
fancluaries.  Some  time  before  the  death  of 
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James,  Henry  his  uncle  had  propofed  an 
interview  and  conference  with  him  at  York; 
but  this  was  prevented  by  the  Scottifli 
clergy,  who,  afraid  of  the  confequence, 
had  influence  with  James,  to  keep  him 
fteady  to  the  Catholic  religion.  Many  of 
the  nobility,  on  the  other  hand,  from  their 
hatred  of  the  clergy,  but  ftill  more  from  a 
view  of  fharing  in  their  rich  benefices,  and 
in  the  fpoils  of  the  religious  foundations, 
which,  on  the  King's  death,  and  while  his 
infant  daughter  was  under  age,  they  looked 
upon  as  a  proper  opportunity  to  lay  hold 
of,  became  converts  to  the  new  religion. 
Cardinal  Beaton,  Primate  of  Scotland,  who 
had  long  been  prime  minifter  to  James, 
forefeeing  the  growth  of  the  new  opinions, 
had,  by  many  fevere  examples,  in  vain  en- 
deavoured to  put  a  flop  to  its  progrefs. 
The  purity  of  the  principles,  and  fimplicity 
in  the  worfhip  of  the  Proteftant  religion  ; 
the  unfhaken  firmnefs  of  its  converts, 

fhewn 
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fhewn  in  the  midft  of  torments ;  fervecl 
only  to  difleminate  and  eftablifh  their  prin- 
ciples, while  it  excited  in  the  populace 
rage  and  hatred  againft  the  Cardinal  and 
Popifh  clergy. 

Many  divines,  who  in  the  late  reign 
had,  on  account  of  their  principles,  fled 
the  kingdom,  and  taken  refuge  at  Geneva, 
where  they  had  become  difciples  of  Calvin, 
now  came  over  to  Scotland,  and  profefled 
and  taught  his  doctrines.  Their  hatred 
againft  the  tyrannic  Cardinal,  whom  they 
confidered  as  the  author  of  their  perfecu- 
tion,  prompted  a  few  defperate  fanatics  to 
afiault  his  caftle  of  St.  Andrews,  where 
they  barbaroufly  murdered  him.  His  death 
was  a  fatal  blow  to  the  Catholic  religion, 
•^vhich  in  him  loft  its  chief  fupport :  for, 
although  the  Regent  Duke  of  Chatelherault 
adhered  to  that  religion,  yet  he  wanted  the 
parts  and  firmnefs  of  the  Primate. — Such 

was 
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was  the  unfettled  ftate  of  the  kingdom  with 
regard  to  religion,  after  the  death  of  King 
James  the  Fifth. 

With  regard  to  the  political  ftate  of 
Scotland,  we  muft  go  back  to  a  few  traces 
of  its  more  ancient  hiftory,  in  order  to 
throw  light  upon  the  prefent  aera. — The 
Scottifh  Monarchs,  befides  what  properly 
was  the  kingdom  of  Scotland,  had,  from 
a  very  remote  antiquity,  been  in  poflefiion 
of  fome  of  the  northern  provinces  of  Eng- 
land ;  fuch  as  part  of  Northumberland  and 
Cumberland,  which  they  held  as  fiefs, 
and  did  homage  for  them  to  the  Engliflx 
crown.  Upon  pretext  of  this  partial  ho- 
mage, the  Englifh  Monarchs,  at  different 
seras,  made  pretenfions  to  the  fovereignty 
of  the  kingdom  of  Scotland,  as  its  Supe- 
riors, or  Lords  Paramount.  The  Scots, 
ever  jealous  of  their  liberty  and  independ- 
ence, conftaritly  rejected,  with  difdain,  this 
abfurd  an4  ill-founded  claim.  The  many 

obftinate 
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obftinate  wars  between  the  Englifh  and 
Scots,  which  this  claim  occafioned,  are 
well  known  in  the  hiftories  of  both  king- 
doms. 

The  policy  and  arms  of  Edward  the 
Firft,  though  they  embroiled  the  country 
for  many  years,  were  effectually  refilled 
by  the  patriotic  efforts  and  heroifm  of  its 
defenders  :  and  this  prince,  while  he  tranf- 
initted  upon  his  death-bed,  an  empty  claim 
ef  fovereignty  over  Scotland  to  his  feeble 
fucceflbr,  left  him  a  legacy  from  which  he 
derived  nothing  but  dilhonour.  The  de- 
feat of  the  Englifh  by  King  Robert  Bruce 
at  Bannockburn,  and  their  total  extirpation 
from  the  kingdom,  lulled  afleep,  for  a  con- 
fiderable  time,  thofe  chimerical  pretenfions  : 
and  they  were  afterwards  folemnly  re- 
nounced, with  the  confent  of  parliament, 
by  the  high-fpirited  Edward  the  Third ; 
who,  even  in  his  treaty  with  his  captive 
David  the  Second,  confidered  the  nation  as 

free, 
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free,  and  the  fovereign  as  an  independent 
prince.  Thus  matters  remained  till  the 
acceffion  of  Henry  the  Eighth,  who, 
after  many  ages,  attempted  to  revive  this 
antiquated  claim,  and  endeavoured  by 
force  of  arms  to  accomplifh  the  entire 
conqueft  of  Scotland.  This  defign,  how- 
ever, he  found  himfelf  foon  obliged  to 
abandon.  The  Scots  were  now  united; 
their  martial  fpirit  and  bravery,  the  fitua- 
tion  of  the  country,  and  the  affiftance  they 
might  derive  from  France,  with  which 
they  kept  a  perpetual  league,  convinced 
Henry  of  the  improbability  of  his  fucceed- 
ing  in  his  fcheme  by  force  of  arms.  He 
followed  another  plan :  the  people  he  could 
not  fubdue,  he  chofe  to  divide.  By  gold 
he  found  means  to  corrupt  and  gain  over 
to  his  intereft,  fome  of  the  Scottifh  nobi- 
lity, who  formed  a  faction,  which  divided 
and  embroiled  the  kingdom.  We  have 
already  feeri  its  effect  in  fome  ftrong  in- 
ftances  in  the  latter  part  of  the  reign  of 
2  James 
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James  the  Fifth,  particularly  their  mif- 
behaviour  at  Solway  Mofs.  Now,  by  the 
fame  means,  that  fa&ion  was  cherifhed 
and  kept  up  in  the  infancy  of  his  daughter 
Queen  Mary.  This  bafe  policy,  followed 
out  by  Elizabeth  the  daughter  of  Henry, 
through  the  whole  unfortunate  reign  of 
Queen  Mary,  we  fhall  fee  traced  in  the 
following  Inquiry,  which  finally  brought 
that  Princefs  to  the  fcaffold.  To  this  cor- 
rupt party  were  now  joined  feveral  of  the 
heads  of  the  reformed,  who,  under  the 
pretence  of  religion,  had  not  only  the  view 
of  difturbing  and  perplexing  government, 
but  likewife  that  of  fharing  in  the  fpoils  of 
the  church,  which  they  fuccefsfully  laboured 
to  overturn.  The  infancy  of  the  Queen, 
and  the  weaknefs  of  the  Regent  Duke  of 
Chatelherault,  opened  a  new  view  to  the 
politic  King  Henry.  By  making  an  over- 
ture pf  marriage  between  his  fon  Edward 
and  the  infant  Queen,  he  flattered  himfelf 
with  the  hopes  of  uniting  the  two  king- 
doms 
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doms  under  his  fway.  Finding  however 
his  propofal  not  relifhed  by  the  patriot 
Scots,  who,  through  it,  forefaw  an  end  to 
the  independency  of  their  country,  he  pre- 
pared to  enforce  his  fcheme  by  invading 
Scotland  with  a  numerous  army ;  when 
death  put  a  flop  to  his  career. 

The  Duke  of  Somerfet  being  named 
Protector  during  the  non-age  of  the  young 
Edward  the  Sixth,  followed  out  the  fcheme 
of  the  late  King.  With  a  great  army  he 
fuddenly  invaded  Scotland  ;  and  coming 
to  an  engagement  with  the  Scots  at  Pinkey, 
gave  them  a  great  defeat.  From  this  fuc- 
cefs  however  the  Englifh  derived  no  advan- 
tage ;  the  Scots  by  their  defeat  became 
united,  and  exafperated  againft  the  Englifh ; 
and  to  put  an  end  at  once  to  any  future 
attempt  of  a  iroarriage  with  their  young 
Queen,  by  the  addrefs  of  the  Queen- 
mother,  Mary  of  Lorraine,  an  embafly 
was  fent  to  Henry  the  Second  of  France, 

VOL.  I.  E  folicit- 
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foliciting  his  affiftance  againft  the  EngHfh, 
with  an  offer  of  the  infant  Queen  in  mar- 
riage   to    the    Dauphin    Francis,   his    fon. 
From   the  ancient  league  between   France 
and  Scotland,  which  had  fubfifted  from  the 
time    of  Charlemagne,    reciprocal   advan- 
tages were   derived  to  each  nation.     The 
offer  now  made,  of  their  Queen  in  marriage, 
was    with  joy   accepted   by    the    King    of 
France  ;    in  confequence  of  which,  the  in- 
fant Mary  was,  at  the  age  of  fix  years,  fent 
over  to  that  kingdom,  where  fhe  acquired 
every  accomplimmenr,   in  the  moft  polite 
court  then  in  Europe,  that  could  adorn  a 
princefs. 

The  infancy  and  abfence  of  the  Queen, 
and  the  weaknefs  of  the  Regent  Chatel- 
herault,  were  favourable  circumftances  for 
the  reformed  religion,  which,  by  the  zeal 
of  its  preachers,  daily  gained  ground.  The 
Queen-dowager,  a  woman  of  fingular  pru- 
dence, by  her  addrefs  procured  herfelf  to 

be 
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be  chofen  Regent,  in  place  of  the  Duke  of 
Chatelherault,and  exerted  her  utmoft  endea- 
vour, at  laft  by  force  of  arms,  though  in 
vain,  to  fupport  the  Catholic  religion.  The 
reformed  party,  fupported  by  Queen  Eliza- 
beth with  money  and  troops,  in  the  end 
prevailed.  The  Queen-dowager  dying, 
the  eftates  of  the  kingdom  aflembled  in 
parliament,  and  formally  abolifhed  the  old 
religion.  In  this  meafure,  not  only  a  great 
number  of  the  nobility,  who  had  already 
got  into  poffeflion  of  a  great  part  of  the 
temporalities  of  the  church,  but  likewife 
feveral  of  the  dignified  clergy,  joined. 
Thefe  lad  (either  from  convidion,  or  from 
the  dread  of  being  {tripped  of  their  bene- 
fices), complying  with  the  meafures  of  the 
reformed,  were  allowed  to  retain  the  re- 
venues of  their  churched  and  abbeys.  Thus 
was  the  Catholic  religion  overturned  in 
Scotland,  and  the  Reformed  or  Proteftant 
eftablifhed  in  its  place,  by  the  fbtes  of  the 
E  2  king- 
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kingdom.  The  affent  of  the  Sovereign,, 
necefTary  according  to  the  laws  and  confti- 
tution  of  the  realm  to  make  fo  fundamen- 
tal an  alteration  valid  and  conftitutional,  was 
ftill  however  wanting.  What  meafures 
might  have  been  taken  by  Queen  Mary 
and  King  Francis  her  hufband,  in  vindi- 
cation of  fo  eflential  a  branch  of  the  pre- 
rogative, thus  wrefted  from  her,  is  uncer- 
tain. The  death  of  Francis  foon  after, 
confirmed  the  Reformed  in  their  rights,  by 
depriving  Queen  Mary  of  that  power  by 
French  afliftance  to  alter  or  overturn  their 
meafures. 

The  fudden  death  of  King  Francis 
effe&ed  a  melancholy  change  in  the  affairs 
of  the  young  Queen  of  Scots  in  France* 
Queen  Mary,  to  the  fineft  parts,  a  grace- 
ful carriage,  and  eafy  and  dignified  man- 
ners, joined  the  moft  beautiful  figure  of 
any  woman  of  the  age.  Her  wit  and 
affability  had  gained  the  hearts  of  the 

French* 
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French.  By  her  intereft  and  influence, 
her  uncles  the  Princes  of  Lorraine  fwayed 
the  councils  of  King  Francis.  The  Queen- 
mother,  the  famous  Katherine  of  Medicis, 
who  during  the  fhort  period  of  the  reign 
of  Francis  had,  with  reluctance,  given 
place  to  her  daughter-in-law,  now  refumed 
her  former  fway,  and  ftudied  to  give  every 
mortifying  proof  of  neglect  to  the  Queen 
of  Scots.  Mary,  confcious  of  her  dignity, 
had  too  much  fpirit  to  brook  degradation. 
She  determined  to  comply  with  the  felicita- 
tion of  her  own  fubjects,  and  returned  to 
Scotland,  where  me  was  received  with  the 
greateft  demonftrations  of  joy. 

Behold  now  this  young  Queen,  at  the 
age  of  nineteen,  alone,  a  ftranger,  and  al- 
moft  without  a  friend,  in  her  own  domi- 
nions !  in  the  midft  of  a  people  fierce  and 
rude  !  the  nobles,  proud  and  almoft  in- 
dependent, whom  her  father,  the  high- 
fpirited  James,  found  himfelf  unable  to 
E  3  control! 
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control  !    the  major  part  of  the  nation,  of 
the  new  religion,  were  led  by  the  clergy, 
a  rigid,  morofe,  and  illiberal  fet  of  men  ; 
confcious  of  their  power  over  the  people, 
and  jealous  of  the  Queen  as  the  protestor 
of  the  Catholic  religion.     In  this  fituatiori 
it   would   have   been   no  eafy  matter    for 
a  prince  endued  with  the  greateft  wifdom 
and  fortitude  to  have  fat  eafy  on  fo  totter-? 
jng  a  throne :    what  then  was  to  be  ex- 
pected from  the  unexperienced  years  and 
fex  of  fo  young  a  princefs,  thus  befet  with 
dangers  on  every  fide  ?    Yet  fuch  was  the 
prudent  condudt  of  this  young  Queen,  her 
affable  and  winning  carriage,  and  her  nar 
tive  dignity,  tempered  with  eafy  politenefs 
of  manners,  that  flie  not  only  commanded 
refpeft,  but  gained  the  hearts  of  her  fub- 
jeds :    fo   that   had    Mary  had    no    other 
difficulties  to  have  encountered,  thefe,  by 
her   good  conduct   and    government,    {he 
would  have  conquered.     But  fhe  had  ftill 
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a  more  dangerous  and  formidable  enemy 
to  ftruggle  with — Elizabeth  Queen  of  Eng- 
land. 

It  is  not  ftrange  that  two  Queens,  fway- 
ing  the  fceptres  of  the  divided  kingdoms  in 
the  fame  ifland,  fhould  have  confidered 
each  other  as  rivals.  But  Elizabeth  had  a 
more  ferious  ground  both  for  jealoufy  and 
fear,  from  her  neighbouring  Queen  and 
coufm. 

The  mother  of  James  the  Fifth,  the 
grandmother  of  Queen  Mary,  was  eldeft 
daughter  of  King  Henry  the  Seventh  of 
England,  and  fifter  to  the  late  King  Henry 
the  Eighth,  the  father  of  Elizabeth.  It  is 
well  known,  that  upon  the  death  of  Prince 
Arthur,  the  elder  brother  of  Henry  the 
Eighth,  this  laft  efpoufed  his  widow  Ca- 
therine of  Spain,  by  whom  he  had  one 
daughter,  Mary,  who  reigned  after  him. 
E  4  The 
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The  tragical  amours  of  that  wicked  prince 
are  well  known :  of  his  fix  queens,  he 
divorced  and  beheaded  four.  The  fame 
inconftancy,  which,  on  pretended  fcruple 
of  confcience,  made  him  put  away  his  wife 
Catherine  of  Spain,  to  make  room  for 
his  miftrefs  Anne  Boleyn,  prompted  him 
to  cut  off  the  head  of  this  laft,  for  a  new 
amour ;  and  ftill  farther,  to  procure  from 
his  fervile  parliament,  a  folemn  aft,  declar-* 
ing  the  iffue  of  both  the  above  marriages 
to  be  illegitimate.  Setting  afide,  therefore, 
Mary,  the  daughter  of  Queen  Catherine,  and 
Elizabeth,  the  daughter  of  Anne  Boleyn, 
on  the  death  of  Edward,  Henry  the 
Eighth's  only  fon,  the  fbcceffion  to  the 
crown  of  England  opened  to  Mary  of 
Scotland.  Notwithftanding,  however,  the 
above  aft  of  the  Engliih  parliament,  which 
declared  the  illegitimacy  of  Mary  and 
Elizabeth,  yet,  on  the  death  of  Edwar4 
their  brother,  the  good  faafe  of  the  nation 
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called  them  fucceffively  to  the  crown,  almoft 
without  oppolition. 

From  the  time  that  Henry  the  Eighth 
had  formally  renounced  the  Papal  autho- 
rity, and  declared  himfelf  the  head  of  the 
Englifli  Church,  that  nation  had  alternately 
fluctuated  between  the  Catholic  and  Pro- 
teftant  religion.  The  fhort  reign  of  the 
cruel  and  bigotted  Mary  of  England,  was 
a  continued  fcene  of  perfecution  and  blood- 
fhed  to  the  Proteftants ;  the  effect  of  which, 
inftead  of  extinguifhing,  added  numbers 
of  converts  to  their  principles.  On  the 
fucceflion  of  Elizabeth  to  the  throne^ 
the  Proteftant  religion  was  eftablifhed  by 
law. 

The  Catholics,  who  were  numerous, 
although  they  made  no  oppofition  to  the 
acceffion  of  Elizabeth,  yet  trembled  at  the 
innovations  which  they  faw  introduced  into 
&e  religion  and  laws  of  the  kingdom,  by 

a  Queen 


53  INTRODUCTION. 

a  Queen  of  her  ability,  and  the  head  of 
the  new  religion.  In  their  fituation,  and 
as  Elizabeth  had  {hewn  her  averfion  to 
Mary,  it  was  natural  for  them  to  turn 
their  eyes  to  Queen  Mary  of  Scotland,  the 
next  lineal  heir  to  the  crown,  whom  they 
alfo  confidered  as  the  head  and  prote&refs 
of  the  Catholics.  An  incident  which  hap-* 
pened  about  this  time,  awakened  and  called 
forth  that  refentment  of  Elizabeth  againft 
the  Queen  of  Scots,  which  was  the  fource 
of  all  her  misfortunes. 

The  Pope,  and  the  Catholic  princes  on 
the  Continent,  had  always  confidered 
King  Henry  the  Eighth's  marriage  writh 
Anne  Boleyn  in  the  lifetime  of  his  wife 
Queen  Catherine,  as  criminal,  and  illegal, 
according  to  the  act  of  the  parliament  of 
England  ;  and  in  confequence,  Elizabeth, 
the  iffue  of  that  marriage,  as  of  fpurious 
birth.  On  the  marriage  of  the  young 
Queen  of  Scots  with  the  Dauphin  Francis, 
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his  father,  King  Henry  the  Second  of 
France,  began  to  look  with  envy  and  in- 
dignation, at  feeing  the  crown  of  England, 
to  which  he  perfuaded  himfelf  that  Queen 
Mary  his  daughter-in-law  had  fo  good  a 
claim,  poffefled  by  Elizabeth,  whofe  ille- 
gitimate birth  was  fufficient  to  have  ex- 
cluded her  from  it.  By  inftigation  of  the 
King  of  France,  and  the  ambition  of  the 
Princes  of  Lorraine,  Mary's  uncles,  the 
Queen  of  Scots  and  her  hufband,  the. 
Dauphin,  were  perfuaded  to  afliime  the 
title  and  arms  of  King  and  Queen  of 
England. 

A  claim  thus  declared,  without  ability 
to  make  it  good,  was  weak  and  foolifh, 
and  ferved  no  beneficial  purpofe ;  on  the 
contrary,  it  called  the  attention  of  the 
Queen  of  England  to  her  own  fituation,  and 
Incited  her  to  guard  againft  the  defigns  that 
fhe  fufpected  might  be  carried  on  againft 
her,  both  by  the  Catholic  princes  abroad, 
10  and 
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and  by  her  own  fubjeds  at  home,  over 
whom,  during  her  whole  reign,  fhe  held 
a  fteady  and  ftri£t  hand ;  and  againft  her 
rival  Queen  Mary,  it  kindled  that  hatred 
and  refentment,  which  was  quenched  only 
by  her  blood. 

In  the  time  of  the  late  Queen-regent, 
and  while  Mary  was  in  France,  Elizabeth 
had  fupported  the  Proteftants  in  Scotland, 
and  fupplied  them  both  with  money  and 
troops;  by  which  they  were  enabled,  in  the 
end,  to  overturn  the  Popifh  religion,  and 
to  eitablifh  the  Proteftant  in  its  room. 

Although  the  pretext  was  religion,  yet 
the  heads  of  the  party  had  deeper  defigns 
in  view;  no  lefs  than  the  dethroning 
their  Queen,  and  feizing  the  reins  of 
government. 

The  part  which  Queen  Elizabeth  took 

in  the  confpiracies  carried  on  for  this  pur* 

pofe,    is  developed   in  the  following  In** 
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quiry:    who   were  the  principal  aflors  in 
them  fhall  now  be  mentioned. 

James  Stuart,  Prior  of  St.  Andrews,  the 
baftard  fon  of  the  late  King  James  the 
Fifth,  {hewed  a  very  early  defign  upon 
the  crown.  He  was,  by  the  will  of  his 
father,  deflined  and  educated  for  the 
church,  and  endowed  with  the  Priory  of 
St.  Andrews,  one  of  the  richeft  benefices 
in  the  kingdom,  with  a  view  of  prevent- 
ing him  from  interfering  in  the  fecular 
affairs  of  ftate.  But  the  infancy  of  the 
Queen  at  her  fathers  death,  her  abfence 
from  Scotland,  and  the  growing  ftrength 
of  the  new  religion,  to  which  the  Prior, 
from  politic  views,  had  early  become  a 
convert,  and  of  which  he  affecled  to  be  the 
head,  opened  to  his  ambition  the  dazzling 
profped:  of  a  crown  !  He  was  pofTefied  of 
excellent  parts,  a  penetrating  genius,  and 
of  great  intrepidity  and  ambition  ;  thofe 
laft  qualities  he  carefully  covered,  under 

the 
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the  diiguife  of  fandHty  and  religion.  Such 
was  the  Queen's  baftard  brother.  He  had^ 
by  his  munificence,  very  early  attached 
to  his  fervice,  the  celebrated  George  Bu- 
chanan, one  of  the  greateft  geniufes  of  the 
age,  an  adept  in  claffical  learning,  an  emi- 
nent hiftorian,  and  a  fine  Latin  poeL 
But  thefe  diftinguifhed  qualities  of  the* 
head,  were  balanced  by  the  defects  of  his 
heart !  Has  taut  as  an'mn  dotes  vitia  tequa- 
bant. — On  the  young  Queen's  coming 
over  to  her  own  dominions,  fhe  heaped 
extraordinary  favours,  both  upon  the  Prior 
and  upon  his  tutor  Buchanan :  upon  the 
firfl  fhe  conferred  the  Earldom  of  Marr, 
and  foon  after  created  him  Earl  of  Murray, 
with  one  of  the  higheft  revenues  in  Scot- 
land, and  appointed  him  her  firft  Minifter. 
As  to  Buchanan,  fhe  had  invited  him  from 
France,  with  the  view  of  his  taking  the 
charge  of  the  education  of  her  infant  fon, 
arid  in  the  mean  time  fhe  fettled  on  him 
a  penfion  of  joo/,  during  his  life ;  which, 

at 
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at  that  time,  was  of  more  value  than  any 
ecclefiaftical  living  at  this  day  in  Scot- 
land *«  Yet  thefe  were  not  fufficient  to 
bind  to  their  duty  men,  who,  without 
principle,  were  irifiigated  folely  hy  their 
views  of  ambition.  How  humiliating  to 
human  vanity  !  What  a  reproach  to  the 
human  heart !  that  the  fame  hand  that 
penned  the  beautiful  dedicatory  Poem  to 
Queen  Mary  j~,  which  wrote  that  immor- 
tal Paraphrafe  of  the  Pfalms,  fliould,  foon 
after,  be  proflituted  to  defame  his  fove- 
reign  by  a  moft  falfe  and  calumqibus  l^bel, 

*  Goodall,  vol.  i.  p.  75. 

f  "  Nympha,  Caledonia  quce  nunc  feliciter  orse 

Miila  per  innumeros  fceptra  tueris  avos  : 
Qure  fortem  antevenis  meritis,  virtutibus  annos, 

Sexum  animis,  morum  nobilitate  genus  : 
Accipe  (fed  facilis)  cultu  donata  Latino 

Carmina,  fatidici  nobile  regis  opus, 
Ilia  quidem,  Cyrrha  procul  &  Permeffide  lympha, 

Paene  Tub  Ardoi  fidere  nata  poli ; 
Non  tamen  aufus  eram  male  natum  exponere  foetum, 

Ne  mihi  difpliceant  quse  placuere  tibi. 
Nam  quod  ab  ingenio  domini  fperare  nequibant. 

Debebunt  genio  forfitan  ilia  tuo.J> 

in 
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in  order  to  pave  the  way  for  his  patron  thd 
Earl  of  Murray's  advancement  to  the  Re- 
gency of  the  kingdom  !  That  end  accom- 
plifhed,  and  Murray's  ambition  pointing 
directly  to  the  throne,  Buchanan,  in  that 
view,  wrote  his  famous  Dialogue,  "  De 
Jure  Regni  apud  Scotos"  in  which  he 
endeavours  to  prove,  that  a  right  to  elect 
to  the  throne,  was  in  the  people  *. 

Two  other  perfons,  who  make  an  emi- 
nent figure  in  the  hiftory  of  thofe  times* 
aflbciated  themfelves  with  the  Prior  in  his 
fche'me  of  ambition  :  Douglas  Earl  of 
Morton,  and  William  Maitland  of  Lethin- 
ton,  then  Secretary  of  State,  both  of  them 
of  the  new  religion,  of  eminent  parts, 
bold,  reftlefs,  and  afpiring  !  Fit  inftruments 

*  This   book  was,    in    James    the   Sixth's   reign, 
condemned,    1584,    by  parliament   to   the   flames,  as 
containing   principles   fubverfive  of  the  conftitution, 

and  of  all  good  government. Buchanan  wrote  this 

piece  foon  after  Queen  Mary's  i in prifon merit,  and  about 
the  time  that  Murray  was  made  Regent.  Goodall, 
voL  i.  p.  128. 

for 
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for  the  Prior,  and  capable  of  overturning 
a  greater  and  more  fettled  ftate,  than  that 
of  Scotland  at  that  time. 

Thofe  men  Queen  Mary,  on  her  com- 
ing to  Scotland,  found  to  have  great  weight 
with  the  people,  and  with  the  leading 
divines  of  the  Proteftants.  She  therefore, 
to  remove  the  people's  jealoufy  and  fears 
on  account  of  their  religion,  with  great 
mildnefs,  thought  it  proper  to  continue 
them  as  her  mihifters  and  courifellors. 
She  little  knew,  that  at  that  time  all  of 
them  were  fecretly  enlifted  in  the  fervice  of 
Queen  Elizabeth;  and  deeply  engaged  in  a 
confpiracy  with  that^princefs,  againft  their 
own  fovereign,  for  overturning  her  go- 
vernment. The  evidence  of  this  defign 
is  brought  to  light  in  the  following  In- 
quiry. 

Queen  Mary  had  now  been  three  years 

in  Scotland,    when  the    cares   of  govern- 

VOL.  L  F  ment, 
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merit,  and  the  thoughts  of  providing  for  the 
fucceffion  of  the  kingdom  in  her  family, 
fuggefted  to  her  a  marriage  with  her  near- 
eft  relation  in  blood  Henry  Stuart  Lord 
Darnley,  the  eldeft  fon  of  the  Earl  of  Len- 
nox, who  likewife  was  firft  coufm  to  the 
Queen    of   England.     In   her   choice   fhe 
not  only  followed  her  own  inclination,  as 
Henry  was  one  of  the  handfomeft  young 
men   in    the    kingdom,    but   likewife  the 
will  of  her   father  King  James,  who  had 
fignified  in  his  laft  moments  his  wifhes  of 
this  marriage.      Fortunate   might  it  have 
been,    had  the  qualities  of  Henry's  mind 
been  proportionate  to  his  form ;  but  un- 
happily they  turned  out  the  reverfe!    Of 
mean   underftanding,    he    was    headftrong 
and  infolent,  and  addicted  to  vicious  plea- 
fures. 

&B 
As  the  Queen  3  entering  into  marriage 

was,  in  every  view,  a  bar  to  the  fecret  and 
ambitious  defigns  of  the  Earl   of   Murray 

and 
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and  his  confederates,  their  firft  throwing 
off  the  mafk  was,  by  rifmg  in  arms,  on  the 
Queen's  marriage,  with  a  defign  to  affaffi- 
nate  Darnley,  and  to  fend  the  Queen  a 
prifoner  to  Elizabeth.  Luckily,  however, 
this  confpiracy  and  rebellion,  of  which 
Murray  was  the  head,  was  cruihed  and 
defeated  by  the  vigilance  and  good  conduct 
of  Queen  Mary,  and  the  aid  of  her  loyal 
fubjedts  ;  and  Murray  was  obliged  to  take 
refuge  in  England. 

The  Queen  becoming  pregnant,  the  next 
attempt  of  the  confederacy  was  to  deftroy 
her  and  her  offspring,  and  to  feduce  the 
weak  Darnley  inter  the  confpiracy  for 
affaffinating  Rizzio,  the  Queen's  fecretary 
for  foreign  affairs,  in  her  prefence.  The 
particulars  of  that  atrocious  act  are  fet  forth 
in  the  following  w;ork.  Had  the  death  of 
Rizzio,  then  an  aged  man,  been  the  only 
defign  of  the  confederates,  that  might  have 
been  effected  without  any  remarkable  con- 
F  2  fequence 
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fequence  from  it :  but  their  views  lay 
deeper ;  by  a  body  of  men,  with  fwords 
and  piftols,  rufhing  into  the  Queen's 
chamber,  in  the  condition  {he  then  was, 
and  ftabbing  her  fecretary  at  her  feet  in 
prefence  of  the  King,  the  confequerices  to 
be  expe&ed  were  obvious.  As  to  one 
part  of  the  defign,  the  creating  a  breach 
between  the  Queen  and  her  hufband,  it 
fucceeded.  It  opened  her  eyes  to  the 
weaknefs  and  wickednefs  of  Darnley,  that 
could  give  confent  to,  and  join  in  fo  black 
a  confpiracy,  as  to  defame  her,  and  en- 
danger her  life  and  that  of  his  own  child* 
After  this  the  Queen^  was  delivered  of  a 
ion,  who,  upon  the  death  of  his  mother 
and  Queen  Elizabeth,  united  the  crowns 
of  the  two  kingdoms  of  Great  Britain.' 
From  the  period  of  RizziVs  murder,  the  life 
of  Mary  was  one  continued  feries  of  mif- 
fortunes.  The  perverfe,  unaccountable 
Conduct  of  Darnley,  and  the  vicious  courfes 
fvhich  he  followed,  while  they  embittered 

the 
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the  life  of  the  Queen,  rendered  him  con- 
temptible to  all  the  world. 

Murray  being  reftored   to  favour,    the 
next  plot    devifed    by  him    and    his    two 
fteady   adherents    Morton  and  Lethinton, 
was   for   the  affaffination  of   Lord  Darn- 
ley.     For  this  purpofe    they    aflumed     a 
new  aflbciate  with  them,    James  Earl  of 
Bothwell,    Hereditary    Lord   Admiral    of 
Scotland,  arid  the  head  of  a  noble  houfe, 
whom  they  refolved  to  make  the  dupe  of 
their  infamous  purpofe,  and  by  dazzling  him 
with  the  profped:  of  a  marriage  with  the 
Queen,  to  be  brought  about  by  their  inte- 
reft    upon   the   death    of  Darnley,     they 
determined  the  ruin   of  both,  by  making 
the  odium  of  this  vile  murder  fall   upon 
them.     The  confederates  fuccesded  in  this 
infamous     fcheme,    the    whole    fteps    of 
which  are  here  brought  to  light.     The  evi- 
dences and  teftimonies  of  this  affair,   being 
collected  and   expofed   to   view,   afford  3 
F  3  moft 
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moft  convincing  proof,  that  the  Earls  of 
Murray  and  Morton,  and  Secretary  Leth- 
inton,  were  the  contrivers  and  authors  of 
the  death  of  Lord  Darnley,  and  of  the  fub- 
fequent  marriage  of  the  Queen  with  the 
Earl  of  Bothwell ;  which  laft  event  they 
had  no  fooner  effe&ed,  than  rifmg  in  arms 
againft  them,  they  feized  upon,  and  impri- 
foned  the  Queen,  forced  their  accomplice 
Bothwell  to  take  flight  and  abandon  the 
kingdom,  and  accomplifhed  their  fcheme 
by  declaring  the  Earl  of  Murray  Regent. 

The  place  of  the  Queen's  confinement 
was  a  caftle,  fituated  in  the  midft  of  a  lake 
called  Lochleven,  where  the  mother  of 
the  Earl  of  Murray  refided :  there  they, 
by  terror,  extorted  from  the  helplefs 
Queen  a  refignation  of  her  crown;  and 
probably  would  not  have  flopped  there, 
but  me  having  found  means  to  efcape  from 
her  prifon,  by  the  affiftance  of  the  Lord 
Seton,  to  Hamilton,  the  feat  of  the  Duke 

of 
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of  Chatelherault,  numbers  of  the  nobility 
and  gentry,  convinced  of  her  innocence, 
immediately  aflembled  to  her  afliftance: 
Murray,  however,  in  pofleflion  of  the 
power  of  government,  got  the  ftart  of 
the  Queen's  friends.  His  army  attack- 
ed and  diiperfed  the  party  of  the 
Queen,  and  obliged  her  to  take  fhelter  in 
England,  and  throw  herfelf  under  the 
protection  of  Queen  Elizabeth,  relying  on 
folemn  and  repeated  promifes  of  afliftance 
which  that  Princefs  had  formerly  made 
to  her. 

This  was  a  moft  unfortunate  ftep  for 
Queen  Mary,  and  the  completion  of  what 
Elizabeth  had  always  wifhed  to  bring 
about,  to  have  her  rival  in  her  power. 
Orders  were  immediately  given  to  keep 
the  unfortunate  Queen  under  confinement. 
At  the  fame  time,  to  amufe  her,  and  to 
afford  fome  fpecious  pretence  for  fuch  a 
oieafure,  Elizabeth,  under  the  femblance 
F  4  of 
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of  juftice,    as    arbitrefs  between    her    and 
Murray  the   Regent,    and    his    adherents, 
pretended,  that  before  fhe  could  give  ailift- 
ance   to  Mary,    or  even  admit  her  to  an 
interview,  fhe  muft  hear  Murray  and  his 
party  in  their  defence  againft  their  Queen's 
accufation.     To    this    end,    commiffioners 
from   both   are    named,  and   appointed   to 
exhibit    their    mutual    complaints    before 
Queen    Elizabeth.      The     tranfadtions    in 
thefe    congreffes,     in     which    Elizabeth's 
partiality    evidently    appears,   are  particu- 
larly developed  in  the  following  Inquiry ; 
xvhere  it  will  be  {hewn,  that  Murray,  by 
encouragement  of  Elizabeth,    is  incited  to 
accufe  his  fovereign  of  a  criminal  amour 
with  the  Earl  of  Bothwell,  and  accomplice 
with    him    in   the    murder   of    the    Lord 
Darnley  her  hufband. 

This  epoch  the  author  has  fixed  on 
for  the  commencement  of  his  Inquiry. 
The  reafon  is  obvious,  It  is  manifeft  that 

the 
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the  intereft  and  view  of  Queen  Elizabeth, 
and  likewife  of  the  Regent  Murray,  tended 
to  the   fame    point.     To   fix  at   leaft  the 
fhew  of  guilt  upon  Queen   Mary,  and  to 
defame  her   to  the    world,    would    afford 
fome    pretext    to    the    firft    for   detaining 
Mary   her  prifoner  ;    and   to  the   laft,  for 
keeping  pofleffion  of  his  ufurped  regency 
of  her  kingdom,  under  the  protection  of 
Queen  Elizabeth,  and  as  her  dependent. — • 
It  is  not  therefore  to  be  doubted,  that,   to 
anfwer  the  above  purpofes,  every  piece  of 
evidence  that  could  be  muttered  up  in  fo 
recent  a  matter,  would  be  exhibited  by  the 
Regent  and   his   aflbciates   in    fupport    of 
their  accufation,  before  an  arbiter  fo  favour- 
ably   difpofed    to    liften    to    them.      The 
principal   evidences   produced  by  the  Re- 
gent,   were  feven  Letters  alleged  to    have 
been  written  by  Queen  Mary  to  the  Earl  of 
Bothwell  while  her  hufband  the  Lord  Darn- 
ley  lived.  '  Thefe  Letters  are  now  critically 
examined,     and   a   proof    of  their   being 

forged 
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forged  is  eftablifhed  from  the  Letters  them- 
felves.  One  circumftance,  which  muft  add 
great  weight  in  this  matter,  appears  from 
the  journals  of  the  above  congrefles  ;  to  wit, 
a  ftrong  prefumption  that  Queen  Elizabeth 
was  confcious  of  the  Letters  being  fpurious, 
and  was  apprehenfive  of  their  being  de- 
tedted ;  for  although  Queen  Mary  dif- 
claimed  them,  and  loudly  demanded  in- 
fpeftion  of  thefe  Letters,  declaring  that 
Ihe  would  bring  full  proof  and  conviction 
that  they  were  falfe  and  forged  ;  yet,  con- 
trary to  every  principle  of  juftice  arid 
equity,  this  demand  was  refufed  by  Eliza- 
beth ;  and  to  her  death  thefe  Letters  were 

never  fhewn  to  Queen  Mary. Thus  far 

it  feemed  neceflary  to  premife,  by  way  of 
Introduction  to  the  following  Inquiry. 


INQUIRY 


INTO  THE  EVIDENCE  AGAINST 


MAR  T  Queen  of  S  CO  TS. 


CHAP.     I. 

The  Hlftory  of  the  Letters  fald  to  have  leen 
'written  by  Queen  Mary  to  the  Earl  of 
BothwelL 

TH  E    Letters    faid    to    have    been 
written  by  Mary  Queen   of  Scots 
to  the  Earl  of  Bothwell,    have  been  the 
fubjedt  of  much  difpute  among  the  writers 
of  the  hiftory  of  thofe  times.     Much  viru- 
lence and  invedive  have  been  thrown  out 
1 2  from 
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from  both  fides  ;  at  the  fame  time  that  the 
bulk  of  the  arguments  ufed  by  either  party, 
has  been  rather  conje&ural,  than  founded 
upon  fa&s,  The  adverfaries  of  that  prin- 
cefs  have  always  regarded  thefe  Letters  as 
an  invincible  proof  of  her  knowledge  and 
participation  of  the  crimes  laid  to  her  charge. 
And  indeed,  allowing  them  to  have  been 
genuine,  there  is  no  refilling  the  force  of 
fuch  a  conclufion,  It  is  my  defign,  by 
tracing  the  hiftory  of  thofe  Letters  from 
their  very  firft  appearance,  to  detach  them 
from  that  confufed  heap  of  rubbifh  under 
which  they  have  artfully  been  buried  ;  to 
produce  them  into  light,  {tripped  of  their 
falfe  colouring  ;  and,"  by  coolly  and  dif- 
paffionately  confidering  the  arguments  on 
both  fides  of  the  queftion,  to  endeavour  to 
invefiigate  the  truth, 


The  way  and  manner   in  which 

Letters    came  into    the   pofleffion  of  the 

Queen's  enemies,  is  conveyed  to  us  by  a 

8  Memoran- 
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Memorandum,  publifhed  along  with  Bu- 
chanan's Detection  *,  in  thefe  words  : 

"    MEMORANDUM. 

"  That  in  the  caftell  of  Edinburgh  thair 
"  was  left  be  the  Erie  of  Bothwell,  before 
"  his  fleeing  away,  and  was  fend  for  be 
"  ane  George  Dalgleifh,  his  fervand,  who 
"  was  taken  be  the  Erie  of  Mortoun,  ane 
"  fmall  gyk  coffer,  not  fully  ane  fute  lang, 
"  garnifht  in  findrie  places  with  the  Ro- 
-"  man  letter  F  under  ane  King's  crowne ; 
"  wharin  were  certane  letteris  and  writings 
"  weel  knawin,  and  be  aithis  to  be  affirmit 
"  to  have  been  written  with  the  Queene  of 
"  Scottis  awin  hand  to  the  Erie." 

The  Letters  faid  to  have  been  contained 
in  this  box  were  eight  in  number,  all  writ- 
ten in  French.  And  befides  thefe,  there 

*  Detection  here  means  a  work  published  by  Bu- 
chanan, entitled,  "  Detection  of  the  Doings  of  Mary  j" 
Anderfon,  vol.  ii.  p.  92. 

were 
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were  fome  love-fonnets,  alfo  in  French, 
and  a  promife  of  marriage  by  the  Queen  to 
Bothwell. 

Upon  this  fhort  account  given  of  the 
manner  in  which  the  Letters  came  to  light, 
it  may  not  be  improper  in  this  place  to 
make  a  few  obfervations. 

1.  As  the  matter  contained  in  the  Letters, 
in  plain  words,    acknowledges  a  criminal 
intercourfe  between  the  Queen  and  Both- 
well,  arid  likewife  gives  pretty  plain  hints 
of  a  defign  to  murder  the  King,  it  is  mcft 
amazing  to  think  how  fuch  flrong  arid  pal- 
pable evidence,    againft  herfelf,    could  be 
committed  by  her  to  writing. 

2.  It  is  no  lefs  aftonifhing,    that  Both- 
well,  to  whom  the  Letters  are  fuppofed  to 
have  been  addreiTed,  fhould  have  kept  fuch 
evidence  againft  himfelf  one    moment   in 
his  hands  without-  deftroying  them,  as  no 

good 
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good  reafon  can  poffibly  be  afligned  for  his 
preferving  them. 

But  thefe  are  only  preemptions,  which 
cannot  deftroy  fads.  Letters  are  difcover- 
ed,  and  produced.  It  feems,  however,  to 
be  an  eftablifhed  maxim,  founded  on  com- 
mon fenfe  as  well  as  equity,  that  if  any 
man,  by  the  difcovery  of  a  writing  or 
deed,  pretends  to  ftrip  another  of  his  pro- 
perty, the  pretender  muft  not  only  prove 
the  authenticity,  but  likewife  give  fome 
reafonable  account  how  fuch  writing  fell 
into  his  hands. 

To  apply  this  to  the  prefent  queftion : 
From  the  Letters  themfelves,  the  prefump- 
tion  feems  to  ftand  in  favour  of  the  Queen  ; 
that  neither  {he,  nor  indeed  any  woman  of 
common  prudence  or  modefty,  could  have 
written  them.  As  therefore  they  were 
produced  by  the  Earl  of  Morton  as  his  dif- 
covery, in  the  manner  before  recited,  it  be- 
comes 
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eomes  necefTary  to  examine  every  circum-* 
ftance  that  relates  to  this  difcovery ;  which 
may  be  done  in  a  few  words. 

On  the  I5th  of  June  1567,  the  Queen 
having  left  Both  well,  delivered  herfelf  into 
the  hands  of  Morton,  and  the  Lords  of  his 
party  ;  who  lent  her  prifoner  to  the  caftle 
of  Lochleven. 

On  the  2oth  June  1567,  George  Dal- 
gleifh,  Bothwell's  fervant,  was  feized,  and, 
in  his  cuftody,  it  is  alleged,  wrere  found  the 
above-mentioned  box  and  writings.  Six 
clays  after,  he  is  examined  before  Morton, 
Athole,  and  Grange,  Lords  of  the  Secret 
Council.  A  copy  of  his  examination  and 
depofition,  faid  to  be  taken  from  the  ori- 
ginal in  the  books  of  jufticiary,  attefted  by 
Sir  John  Ballendane,  Juftice- Clerk,  is  hand- 
ed down  to  us.  This  remarkable  particu- 
lar naturally  occurs  to  be  obferved  in  it, 
that  it  was  furely  of  great  importance  for 

Morton, 
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Morton,  who  then  had  the  box  in  his  cuf- 
tody,  and,  as  the  record  bears,  was  prefent 
at  Dalgleifh's  examination,  to  have  con- 
fronted him  with  the  perfons  who  appre- 
hended him ;  and  to  have  afked  him  fome 
queftions  relating,  to  this  box :  fuch  as4 
Whether  or  not  this  box  was  in  Dalgleifh's 
cuftody  when  he  was  feized  ?  What  orders 
he  received  from  his  mailer,  Bothwell, 
concerning  the  box  ?  Who  delivered  it  to 
him  ?  or,  Where  he  found  it  ?  Whether 
open  or  locked  ?  If  open,  what  it  eon* 
tained  ?  and,  Where  he  was  to  have  car- 
ried it  ? Dalgleifh,  and  the  perfons 

who  feized  him,  in  a  matter  fo  recent, 
only  fix  days  befoi  e,  could  have  given, 
diftind:  anfwers  to  thofe  queftions.  How- 
ever, in  the  whole  of  his  examination  and 
depofition,  there  is  not  a  word  mentioned 
of  the  box.  This  man,  together  with  Hep- 
burn, Hay,  and  1?ourie,  Bothwell's  fer- 
vants,  was  tried  and  condemned  at  Edin- 
burgh as  acceflbry  to  the  King's  murder, 
VOL.  I.  G  Dalgleifh, 
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Dalgleifh,  however,  was  not  hanged  till 
the  3d  of  January  1568,  fix  months 
after  his  condemnation.  For  what  reafon 
this  refpite  was  given,  we  are  left  to  con- 
jedure. 

The  firft  appearance  of  the  Letters  them- 
felves,  is  in  an  act  of  Murray's  Secret 
Council,  dated  the  4th  day  of  Decem- 
ber 1567. — And  eleven  days  after,  they 
again  make  their  appearance  in  an  act  of 
the  Regent's  firft  parliament,  of  the  ijth 
of  the  fame  month  of  December,  entitled, 
"  Act  concerning  the  Queen's  Detention." 
The  manner  and  the  dreis  in  which  thefe 
important  Letters  are  introduced,  are  par- 
ticularly to  be  remarked  ;  but  previoufly, 
fome  preceding  fads  are  neceffary  to  be 
here  mentioned. 

The   Queen's    marriage   with  the    Earl 

of  Bothwell  was  on  the  I5th  of  May  1567. 

That  fatal    marriage   was    the    fignal    for 

2  Murray 
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Murray  and  his  party  to  throw  off  their 
mafks,  to  develope  themfelves,  to  call  their 
partifans  together,  and  to  arm  againft  the 
Queen  and  her  hufband. 

The  Queen  hears  of  their  motions :  (lie 
takes  the  alarm  ;  and  by  public  proclama- 
tion, 2oth  May,  on  pretence  of  ibme  com* 
motion  on  the  border,  me  calls  on  ieveral 
of  the  neighbouring  counties  to  be  ready 
in  arms  on  fix  hours  warning. 

On  the  6th  of  June,  the  rebels  had 
taken  the  field.  They  marched  towards 
Edinburgh,  from  whence  the  Queen  and 
Bothwell  made  a  precipitate  retreat  to  .the 
caftle  of  Borthwick.  whither  they  were 
purfued  by  Lord  Hume  at  the  head  of 
eight  hundred  horfemeri  *fc 

On  the  i  jth  of  June,  the  Queen,  on 
treaty,  furrendered  herfelf  into  the  hands 

*  Keith,  p.  398. 

G  2  of 
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of  the  rebels,  and  was  fent  a  prifoner  by 
them  to  the  caftle  of  Lochleven. — And, 
on  the  20th  of  June,  according  to  the 
journal  of  the  rebels,  Dalgleiflj  is  feized 
with  the  box  and  the  Letters.  The  reader 
\vill  attend  to  the  dates  of  the  foregoing 
incidents  *. 

In  the  fpace  of  time  betwixt  the  Queen's 
imprifonment,  on  the  ijth  of  June,  and 
the  meeting  of  the  Regent  Murray's  firft 
parliament,  on  the  ijth  of  December  fol- 

*  Mr,  Whitaker  has,  with  great  ftrength  of  argu- 
ment, and  by  the  moft  convincing  negative  evidence, 
fhewn,  that  the  Letters,  faid  to  be  feized  with  Dal- 
gleifh  on  the  20th  of  June,  did  not  exift  for  many 
months  after. — Several  ads  of  Council  pafTed,  betwixt 
the  20th  June  and  December  following,  yet  not  a 

fingle  word  in  them  with  refpecl  to  the  Letters. 

Elizabeth  fent  down  her  ambaffador,  Sir  N.  Throg- 
morton,  who  interpofes  in  behalf  of  Queen  Mary, 
with  her  rebel  fubje&s.  Thefe  laft  are  anxious  to 
apologize  for  their  ufurpation,  and  (how  great  pro- 
penfity  to  calumniate  the  Queen.  Yet  they  give  not 
the  leaft  hint  of  the  Letters.  Whitaker,  vol.  i. 
p.  240. 

lowing, 
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lowing,  he  and  his  confederates  had  full 
time  to  concert  the  apology  which  they 
were  to  make  to  the  States  of  the  kingdom 
for  their  proceedings ;  their  rifmg  in  arms, 
and- dethroning  and  imprifoning  their  fo- 
vereign. 

In   the   above  aft    of  Murray's   Secret 

Council,    of  the  4th  of   December,    it  is 

there  fet  forth,  "  That  the  caufe  and  occa- 

"  fion  of  the  private  conventiouns  of  the 

"  Lords,  Barons,  and  others,    and  confe- 

"  quentlie  their  taking  of  arms  and  coming 

"  to  the  field  with  difplaid  banners ;    and 

f<  the  caufe  and  occafion  of  the  taking  of 

ic  the  Queen's  perfon  on  the  XV.  of  June 

"  laft — was  in  the  faid   Queen's  awin  de- 

"  fault,  in  as  far  as,  be  diverfe  her  Previe 

"  Letters,  written  and  fubfcrivit  with  her 

<f  awin  hand,   and  fent    be  hir  to   James 

"  Erie  of  Bothwell,  chief  executor  of  the 

"  horrible  murthour  (of  the  late  King) — 

u  and   be   hir    ungodlie  proceeding   in  a 

03  "  private 
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"  private  marriage  with  him,  fuddenly 
"  thairafter,  itis  moift  certain  that  flie  was 
"  previe,  airt  and  pairt,  of  the  actual  devife 
"  of  the  murthour  of  the  King."  Here  the 
caufe  and  occafion  of  the  treafonable  con- 
ventions of  the  confederates,  and  their 
rebellion  and  dethroning  the  Queen,  are 
exprefsly  attributed  by  them,  "  to  her  pri- 
"  vate  Letters  to  Bothwell."  This  is  ab- 
folutely  falfe. 

They  themfelves  had  acquitted  the  Earl 
of  Bothwell  of  the  King's  murder.  They 
had  ratified  that  acquittal  in  parliament  in 
the  month  of  April  preceding,  and  joined 
in  addreffing  the  Queen  to  take  him  as  a 
proper  hufband  for  her.  The  marriage 
was  iblemnized  on  the  ijth  of  May. 

In  the  fame  month  of  May,  the  rebels 
are  convened  in  arms,  and  they  oblige  the 
Queen  to  fly  from  her  capital  to  Borthwick 
£aftle  on  the  6th  of  June,  and  on  the 
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I  jth  of  June  they  made  her  a  prifoner, 
Thefe  treafonable  ads  are  firft  committed ; 
and  pofterior  to  thefe,  is  their  pretended 
caufe  or  inducement — the  difcovery  of  the 
Queen's  Letters,  feveral  weeks  after! 

We  now  proceed  to  difplay  a  ftill  more 
palpable  falfehood,  which  glares  full  on  the 
face  of  the  Letters  themfelves,  in  the  firft 
appearance  which  they  make  before  Mur- 
ray's Secret  Council ;  the  detection  of 
which  we  owe  to  the  penetration  of  Mr, 
Goodall. 

We  have  recited  part  of  the  act  of  Secret 
Council  of  the  4th  of  December,  in  fo 
far  as  relates  to  the  Letters,  which  defcribes 
them  thus,  "  Previe  Letters  written  and 
JC  fubfcrlvit  'with  the  Queens  awin  hand" 

In    the    fecond    appearance,    however, 
which   thefe    Letters    make    (eleven    days 
after),  on  the  I5th  day  of  December,  be- 
fore the  Parliament,  the  Queen's  fubfcrip- 
G  4  tions 
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tipns  are  withdrawn,  and  the  Letters  are 
defcribed  thus ;  "  Previe  Letters  hailelie 
'•  written  <wifb  her  aivin  hand" 

Whence  could  fo  remarkable  a  difcord- 
ance  between  the  wprds  of  two  fuch  fo- 
Jemn  acts  have  happened  ?  between  the 
aft  of  Privy  Council,  authenticated  by  no 
left  than  twenty-eight  Privy  Counfellors, 
with  the  Regent  Murray,  Morton,  Secre- 
tary Lethington,  and  Sir  James  Balfour,  at 
their  head,  and  the  above  act  of  Parlia-:- 
ment?  The  Letters,  before  the  Privy 
Council,  exprefsly  bear  the  Queen's  fub- 
fcriptions ;  before  the  Parliament,  the  fub- 
fcriptions  are  withdrawn  5  they  are  only 
bailelie  written  with  her  own  hand.  Thefe 
profound  politicians,  upon  mature  confi- 
deration,  withdrew  the  fubfcriptions  in  the 
fecond  exhibition  of  their  Letters,  thinking, 
with  reafon,  that  it  might  fhock  the  credu- 
lity of  Parliament,  that  Mary,  who  was 
}^nown  to  be  no  fool,  Ihould  put  her  name 
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to  dired  evidence  againft  herfelf,  of  adul- 
tery and  murder ! 

Mr.  Hume,  in  his  Hiftory  of  England, 
was  the  firft  who  attempted  to  anfwer  the 
above  obje&ion  arifing  from  the  different 
appearances  of  the  Letters,  in  the  Privy 
Council,  and  in  Parliament.  1  fhall  cite  his 
words.  After  ftating  the  objection,  "  This 
"  circumftance,"  fays  the  Hiftorian  *, "  is  of 
*c  no  manner  of  force.  There  were  certainly 
"  Letters,  true  or  falfe,  laid  before  the 
"  Council ;  and  whether  true  or  falfe,  this 
"  miftake  proceeds  equally  from  the  inac- 
"  curacy  or  blunder  of  the  Clerk  f .  The 
"  miftake  is  cafily  accounted  for;  the 

*  Hiftory  of  England,  vol.  ii.  p.  500. ;  quarto 
edition. 

f  This  blundering  Clerk  of  Murray's  Privy  Coun- 
cil, who  could  not  diftinguifh  between  a  miflive  letter 
and  a  contract,  was  the  noted  Alexander  Hay,  who,  we 
4M1  afterwards  fee,  was  one  of  the  moft  acute  men 
of  that  time. — He  was  one  pf  Murray's  moft  active 
jnftrumentsf 

«  tetters 
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c<  Letters  were   only  wrote  by  her;    the. 

"  fecond  contract  with  Bothwell  was  only 

"  fubfcribed.     A  proper  accurate  diftinc- 

"  tion  was  not  made,  and  they  are  all  faid 

"  to  be  wrote  and  fubfcribed." 

Thus,  from  his  own  bare  conjecture, 
the  Hiftorian,  in  a  moft  decifive  manner, 
pretends  to  invalidate  the  teftimony  of  a 
folemn  act  of  Council.  This,  however,  is  too 
much  to  be  granted  him. — In  reply  to  Mr. 
Hume,  I  deiire  the  Reader  to  look  at 
the  words  of  the  records.  The  words 
are,  "  the  privie  Letters  written  and  fen  t 
"  by  the  Queen  to  James  Eark  of  Both- 


I  afk  the  Hiftorian,  what  authority  he  has 
for  faying,  that  a  contract  between  the  Queen 
and  Bothwell  was  here  underftood  ?  In  the 
above  cited  afts,  there  is  not  one  wTord  or 
a  hint  of  any  paper  but  the  Queen's  pri- 
vate Letters  to  Bothwell :  nor  is  there  the 

faialleft 
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fmalleft  evidence,  that  a  contraft,  or 
any  other  paper  befides  the  Letters,  was 
exhibited,  either  to  the  Council  or  the 

Parliament  *. 

Mr. 

*  In  the  whole  journals  of  the  rebel  proceedings 
againft  the  Queen,  their  acts  and  papers,  from  the 
pretended  feizure  of  the  Box  and  Letters,  on  the  2Oth 
June  1567,  and  for  fifteen  months  after,  there  is  not 
the  leaft  hint  or  furmife  of  any  writings  againft  her, 
except  the  Letters  produced  before  the  Council  and 
Parliament.  The  firft  hint  of  the  contract  and  love 
fonnets,  is  when  Murray  and  Morton  were  preparing 
their  materials  for  the  conferences  in  England,  which 
opened  in  October  1568:  They  then  wanted  to  ac- 
cumulate evidence  againft  the  Queen,  and  to  fortify 
the  Letters  by  other  pretended  documents.  To  this 
end  the  fonnets,  contract,  &c.  are  then,  for  the  firft 
time,  mentioned  in  their  journal.  Several  other  writ- 
ings are  alfo  then  mentioned  (Goodall,  vol.  ii.  p.  142, 
143.),  which,  on  mature  confideration,  they  afterwards 
withdrew,  and  did  not  venture  to  produce,  as  we  fhall 
prefently  have  occafion  to  take  notice  of. — The 
Queen's  gilt  box  in  their  hands  was  a  moft  ufeful  ex- 
pedient. They  could  at  any  time  find  in  it,  and  pro- 
duce papers  from  it,  as  occafion  ferved ;  or  withdraw 
.others,  as  they  chofe. — This  they  could  cafily  per- 
form. 
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Mr.  Hurne  treats  the  above  difficulty 
with  a  degree  of  contempt.  Mr.  Goodali's 
obje&ion,  fays  he,  is-  of  no  manner  of 
force.  The  miftake  was  owing  to  the 
blunder  of  the  Clerk.  According  to  fuch 
mode  of  argument,  indeed,  the  mod  pal- 
pable contradictions  may  be  reconciled ; 
the  moft  convincing  evidence  may  be  eluded 
or  cut  down, 

Upon  the  word  of  the  Hiftorian,  we  are 
to  fuppofe  a  contract  of  marriage  was  com- 
prehended under  the  defcriptive  words  of 
the  Queen's  private  Letters  to  Bothwell ; 
and  we  are  next  to  fuppofe,  that  the 
Clerk  of  Council  made  a  grofs  blunder 
in  not  diftinguifhing  between  a  miffive 

form.  Lefly,  Bifhop  of  Rofs,  afTerts  it  as  a  well- 
known  fa&,  that  there  were  perfons  about  court  who 
could  counterfeit  the  Queen's  hand- writing,  and  that 
leveral  letters  forged  in  her  name  had  been  fent  to 
England.  Anderfon,  vol.  i.  p.  20. — This  infamous 
fa&  is  alfo  aflerted  by  the  Queen  herfelf,  as  we  fhall 
immediately  fee, 

letter 
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letter  and  a  contract  of  marriage. — The 
whole  of  Mr.  Hume's  argument  refts  upon 
a  begging  of  the  queftion  in  oppofition  to 
faft,  in  fuppofmg  a  contract  to  be  exhi- 
bited with  the  Letters,  which  is  difproved 
by  the  adts  themfelves  above  cited.  The 
objection  therefore  of  Mr.  Goodall  ftands 
upon  fo  folid  a  bafe  as  is  not  to  be  fhaken. 
Is  it  poflible,  in  hiftory,  to  find  a  fact  bet- 
ter attefted,  than  "  that  Letters  were  pro- 
duced in  Murray's  Secret  Council,  which, 
bore  the  Queen's  fubfcription,  as  exprefled 
by  the  aft  of  Council  itfelf,  authenticated 
by  the  Regent  and  the  whole  members  of 
Council?"  To  objeft  to  this,  is  to  give 
the  lie  to  all  human  teftimony.  Let  u& 
for  a  moment  fuppofe,  that  Hay,  the  Clerk 
of  Council,  made  a  grofs  miftake,  in 
aflerting  that  the  Letters  were  figned  by 
the  Queen,  when  in  faft  they  were  not 
figned :  but  can  we  poffibly  fuppofe,  that 
of  the  whole  twenty-eight  members  of 
13  Council, 
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Council,  not  one  of  them  took  notice  of 
this  glaring  miftake,  but  implicitly  attefted 
Hay's  falfehood,  without  ever  looking  at 
the  Queen's  Letters,  although  lying  on  the 
table  before  them  ? 

Credat  Judasus  Apella ! 

To  conclude :  The  palpable  contradic- 
tion between  the  above  Records,  we  ap- 
prehend, hangs  a  dead  weight  about  the 
neck  of  the  Letters,  which  the  ibphiftry 
of  Mr.  Hume,  and  his  followers,  has  not 

been  able  to  remove  *. 

The 

*  I  fhould  be  unjuft,  were  I  here  to  omit  mention- 
ing the  remarkable  coincidence  of  obfervation  of  the 
candid  and  fpirited  Mademoifelle  De  Keralio  with  the 
above  remarks,  in  her  late  Hiftoire  d'  Elizabeth  Reine 
d*  Angleterre  :  a  work  which  does  honour  to  the  fex 
and  to  her  nation. 

After  ftating  the  anfwer  of  Mr.  Hume  to  Mr. 
Goodall's  difcovery,  this  fpirited  Lady,  this  new 
defender  of  the  injured  Qneen  of  Scots,  thus  proceeds  : 
*'  Eft  ce  la  une  explication  digne  d'un  hiftorien  tel 

"  que 
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The  next  appearance  the  Letters  made 
was  at  York  in  October  1568,  at  a  con- 
ference betwixt  Lefly  Bifhop  of  Rofs,  the 

Lords 

<c  que  Hume  !  Des  Lettres,  vraies  oufaujfis,  Ton  pro- 

"  duites,  un  Secretaire  etourdl  en  redige  Texpofe  ;  tout 

*c  y  eft  rcnverfe,  1'ordre  y  eft  altere,  le  Secretaire  eft 

'*  negligent  a    1'exces,    h    tribunal  infenfe ;     mals  it 

*^  ne  reflate  pas  moins  de  tout  ce  defordre,  que  Tau- 

K  thenticite  de    ces  Lettres   eft   conftatee.      Ou  en 

u  fercit  la  fociete  fi  toutes  les  affaires,  tant  particu- 

"  lieres  que  publiques,  etoierrt  ainfi  jugees  ?"  L'Hift. 
d'Eliz.  torn.  iii.  p.  367. 

Mr.  Hume,  notwithflanding,  has  followers  in  fup* 
porting  his  hypothetical  folution.  The  Author  of 
Mifcellaneous  Remarks  on  the  Inquiry,  &c.  after 
ftating  Mr.  Hume's  argument,  <c  The  remark,"  fays 
he,  in  his  farcailic  manner,  *c  is  not  contemptibler> 
"  however  much  it  may  he  defpifed  by  feme  men\  for 
""  as  Letter  of  Tack,  and  Letter  of  Penfion,  are  phraf^s 
"  ufed  in  Scotland,  fo  "  Letter  of  Efpoufels"  may  be 
"  proper  enough.  But  a  more  eafy  and  obvious  folu- 
"  tion  may  be  fuggefted.  He  who  writes  a  deed  with 
cc  his  own  hand,  does  generally  fign  it : — hence  <wr:tl»n 
"  and  fulfcribed  conftantly:  go  together  in  common 

46  language,   juft  as    heirs  and. executors. In  confe- 

tt  quence  of  the  like  affinity,"  proceeds  the  Remajker,. 

«  the 
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Lords  Livingfton,  Boyd,  Henries,  &c.  oil 
the  part  of  Queen  Mary,  and  the  Earls  of 
Murray,  Morton,  Secretary  Lethington, 

and 

<c  the  Clerk  of  Privy  Council  might  have  added 
"  fubfcrivit  to  written"  We  muft  fuppofe  this  Clerk, 
then,  to  have  been  an  idiot ;  and  that  he  did  not  give 
himfelf  the  trouble  to  caft  his  eyes  upon  the  Letters 
lying  before  him,  which  were  not  fubfcrivit.  What 
ilraining  and  torturing  is  here,  of  common  fenfe  and 
the  plain  meaning  of  words !  "  This  fraud,  as  it  is 
*c  called,"  continues  the  Remarker,  "  was  not  dif- 
"  covered  at  the  time;  but  after  an  interval  of  two 
**  hundred  years,  there  appears  a  dubious  conjecture,  im- 
"  porting  that  there  might  be  a  fraud." 

This  fraud,  and  a  grofs  one  it  is,  let  me  tell  the 
Remarker,  does  not  reft  on  a  dubious  conjecture.  It 
flands  proved  by  the  exprefs  words  of  a  folemn  ac"h 
The  fraud  could  not  be  difcovered  at  the  time;  the 
Queen,  or  her  friends,  had  no  accefs  to  the  fecrets  of 
Murray's  Secret  Council.  It  was  conftantly  denied 
them,  even  to  fee  the  pretended  Letters  of  the  Queen, 
as  we  (hall  afterwards  fee,  although  thefe  Letters  were 
ufed  as  the  instruments  to  defame  her,  and  to  deprive 
her  of  her  liberty  and  her  kingdom. 

The  conjectures,  not  dubious,  but  unnatural,  chi- 
merical, and  abfurd,  come  all  from  the  Remarker,  and 

his 
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and  George  Buchanan,  on  the  other  fide, 
before  the  Duke  of  Norfolk,  Earl  of  Suffex, 
and  Sir  Ralph  Sadler,  as  commiffioners  for 

the 

his  matter,  in  attempting,  by  forced  arid  drained 
meaning  given  to  plain  words,  to  invalidate  the  a&  of 
Council.  An  inftancej  this,  of  the  candour  and  in- 
genuity of  the  Mifcellaneous  Remarker !  <e  There  is 
"  no  reufon,"  fays  he,  "  to  believe,  that  all  the  mem- 
w  bers  prefent  in  Council,  and  in  Parliament,  were 
"  the  obfequious  tools  of  Murray.  If  there  was  one 
"  independent  man,  or  favourer  of  the  Queen,  the 
"  Earl  of  Errol  for  inftance,  the  fraud  of  withdraw- 
u  ing  the  fubfcriptions  muft  have  been  detected." — 
In  facl:,  on  looking  at  the  names  of  thofe  who  figned 
the  aft  of  Murray's  Secret  Council  *,  we  fhall  fcarce 
find  one,  who  may  be  faid  to  be  an  independent  man* 
and  who  had  not  been  leagued  with  Murray  and  Mor- 
ton in  the  many  treafonable  confpiracies  againft  the 
Queen.  Let  us  fuppofe^  however^  Lord  Errol  to  be 
that  man ;  that  he  had  found  out  the  bafe  pradices  of 
Murray  and  his  afTociates  j  what  then  muft  have  been 
his  conduft,  as  an  honeft  man  ?  To  abandon  the  party^ 
furely;  He  did  fo  accordingly.  He  left  them  imme- 
diately on  the  Queen's  efcape  from  Lochleven,  and 

*  Goodall,  vol.  ii.  p,  64, 
.  I*  4       H  joined 


98       INQUIRY  Into  the  EVIDENCE 

the  Queen  of  England.  There  it  appears, 
by  a  letter  figned  by  thefe  laft,  that  the 
Letters,  and  other  Evidences  againft  the 

Queen, 

joined  her  friends  at  Hamilton,  in  the  famous  Bond  of 
Aflbciation  of  moft  of  the  nobility  and  gentry,  and  of 
the  dignified  clergy,  in  May  1568,  for  her  reftoration. 
— That  Errol  difcovered  and  proclaimed  the  infamous 
practices  of  the  rebels,  and  the  deceitful  means  they 
had  ufed  for  impofing  on  the  people,  and  getting  the 
government  of  the  kingdom  into  their  hands,  we  are 
certain  of  from  his  own  declaration  ;  at  the  fame  time, 
he  might  be  fhy,  no  doubt,  of  detailing  this  particular 
impofition  of  the  Letters,  to  which  he  himfelf  had  given 
his  name  and  countenance ;  however,  he  thus  declares, 
«c  Thay  (Murray,  Morton,  and  their  adherents) 
"  with  deceitfull  means  obtained  the  ftrength  of  the 
"  countrie ;  alfo  thay  ha^t  the  haill  munition  put  in 
"  thair  hands  be  fie  buddis  and  treasonable  deceit^  as  is 
<c  knowing  and  in  cais  the  nobilmen,  favourers  of  hir 
**  Majeftie,  had  raifed  ane  armie,  rt  was  minaced  and 

<c  boifted  that  thay  wald  fend  hir  heid  to  them." . 

See  Inflections  and  Articles  figned  by  the  Earl  of 
Errol,  and  others  of  the  nobility  and  clergy,  and  fent  to. 
Queen  Mary's  Commiffioners  at  London,  the  i2th 
September  1568,  a  few  months  after  the  above  aft  of 
Council  j  Goodall,  vol.  ii.  p.  355. 

We 
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Queen,  were  produced  and  fhewri  to  them 
by  Lethington,  Buchanan,  and  Macgill, 
"  privately,  and  in  a  fecret  conference  j 
"  not  as  commiflioners,  as  they  protefted^ 
"  but  for  their  (the  Englifh  commit- 
"  fioners)  better  inftrudion,  after  decla- 
"  ration  of  fuch  circumftances  as  led  and 
"  induced  to  vehement  prefumption  to 
"  judge  the  Queen  guilty  of  the  King's 
"  murder  V 

It  is  apparent,  from  this  private  and  fe* 
cret  conference  concerning  the  Letters,  and 
the  precaution  of  Lethington  and  Bucha- 
nan being  employed  to  fhow  and  explain 

We  fhall  conclude  this  difcuffion  of  the  above  argu- 
ment, in  the  words  of  Mademoifelle  De  Keralio's 
apoftrophe  addrefled  to  Mr.  Hume  — "  Quel  efl 
"  Taveuglement  de  Tefprit  de  parti,  fi  un  hiftorien, 
"  peut  fe  fatisfaire  lui  meme,  par  de  femblables  rai- 
*«  fonnemens  !" 

fe  A  letter  to  Queen  Elizabeth,  from  her  commif* 
fioners  at  York,  the  nth  of  October  15685  Cot.  Lib. 
Goodall,  vol.  ii.  p.  140. 

H  2  thefe 
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thefe  Letters  to  the  Duke  of  Norfolk  and 
Earl  of  Suflex,  not  as  commiffioners,  that 
Murray  and  his  party,  though  by  this 
underhand  way  they  defamed  the  Queen, 
were  at  great  pains  to  conceal  their  fecret 
practices  from  her  commiffioners,  who  at 
that  time  had  orders  from  Mary,  and  were 
inftrutted  to  call  for  the  evidences  of  their 
charge.  This  appears  from  the  articles 
and  inftruftions  given  by  the  Queen  to  her 
commiffioners.  The  Queen  had  heard  a 
furmife  of  Letters  faid  to  be  written  by 
her.  In  the  feventh  article  of  her  inftruc- 
tions  to  her  commiffioners,  fhe  thus  charges 
them: 

"  In  cais  (hay  alledge  thay  have  ony 
*c  writingis  of  mine,  quhilk  may  infer  pre- 
'*  fumptioun  agains  me,  in  that  eais  ze 
"  fall  defyre  the  principally  to  be  prcdu- 
"  cit,  and  that  I  myfelf  may  have  infpeo 
ft  tioun  thairof,  and  make  anf<wer  tbairfo* 
"  For  ze  fall  affirm,  in  iny  name,  I  never 

"  writ 


« 


ic 
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writ  ony  thing  concerning  that  matteir 
to  ony  creature  :  and  gif  ony  fie  wri- 
tingis  he,  thay  ar  falfe  and  feinzeit,  fcr- 
git  and  inventit  be  thamefelfis,  onlie  to 
my  difhonour  and  fclander:  and  thair 
"  ar  divers  in  Scotlande,  baith  men  and 
"  women,  that  can  counterfeit  my  hand- 
"  writing,  arid  write  the  like  manner  of 
cc  writing  quhilk  I  ufe,  as  weil  as  myfelf, 
"  and  principallie  fie  as  ar  in  cumpanie 
«  with  thamefelfis  *." 

A  cotemporary  author  has  informed  us, 
that  this  had  been  done  by  Maitland  her 
Secretary  :  "  It  was  notourly  known  (fays 
"  this  author),  that  -Lethington  had  often 
"  counterfeited  the  Queen's  hand  f  ."  But 
to  proceed  : 

Although,  in  tracing  the  hiftory  of  the 
Letters,  my  plan  does  not  lead  me  to  enter 

*  Cot.  Lib,   Goodall,  vol.  ii.  p.  342. 
f  Crawford's  Memoirs,  p.  IOQ. 

H  3  into 
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into  a  detail  of  the  feveral  tranfadions  bev 
tween  Queen  Mary  and  her  rebel  fubjeds, 
before    the    commiflioners    appointed    by 
Queen  Elizabeth  for  hearing  them;    yet 
it  may  not  be  improper  to  open  a  little  the 
import  of  thofe  conferences   wherein  the 
evidence  againft    Queen  Mary   was  pro- 
duced.   And  that  the  reader  may,  in  the  firft 
place,  underftand  what  was  the  fubjed  of 
thefe   conferences,    the  commiffion  which 
Queen  Mary  gave  to  the  Bifhop  of  Rofs, 
and  the  Lords  Livingfton,  Boyd,  and  Her- 
ries,     her    commiflioners,     imports,     that 
they  were  to  convene  with  Queen  Eliza- 
beth's commiflioners  at  York ;   "  and  therq 
"  to  treat,  conclude,  and  indent,  upon  all 
"  fie  heids  and  articles  as  fall  be  found 
ic  beft  for  the    reduction  of  our  difobe- 
"  dient  fubjeds  to  their  dutiful  obedience 
"  to  us,  and  for  good  amitie,  as  well  for' 
*c  bygones    as    to  come,    betwixt   thame 
V  and  all  our  obedient  fubjeds;    and.fur- 

"  ther 
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**  ther  to  treat  upon  the  faid  peace  to  be 

ic  made  betwixt  our  deareft  fitter  and  us, 

"  our    realms    and    fubjects,    and    uther 

"  things    pertaining  to   the    weil   of  the 

«  fame*/' 

As  Queen  Mary  in  this  matter  was  the 
plaintiff,  the  heads  of  her  complaint  a- 
gainft  the  Earls  of  Murray  and  Morton, 
and  their  aflbciates,  were  as  follows : — 
That  after  her  marriage  with  the  Earl  of 
Bothwell,  they  afifembled  an  army  by  pro- 
clamation, declaring  the  fame  to  be  for 
her  relief; — made  her  prifoner  in  Loch- 
leven  caftle; — feized  her  treafury,  and 
ufurped  the  government  in  name  of  her 
infant  fon,  and  of  the  Earl  of  Murray  as 
Regent: — That  upon  her  efcape,  and 
taking  fhelter  under  the  protection  of 
fome  of  her  loyal  fubjedts,  thefe  rebels 
had  attacked  them  with  their  forces,  and 

*  Cotton  Lib.  Calig.  C.  i.  Goodall,  vol.  ii,  p. 
118, 

H  4  obliged 
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obliged    her   to    fly    for    protection    into 
England  *. 

Murray's  anfwer  to  this  is  in  fubfbnce ; 
—That  the  Earl  of  Bothwell,  known  to 
be  the  chief  author  of  the  King's  murder, 
having  got  into  great  credit  with  the 
Queen,  had  enterprifed  to  ravifh  her  per- 
fon,  and  kept  her  a  prifoner  at  Dunbar 
caftle,  until  he  accomplished  a  fudden 
inarriage  with  her ;  whereby  having  at- 
tained to  the  government  of  the  realm, 
and  the  power  over  the  perfon  of  the  young 
King,  the  ignominy  of  thefe  proceedings 
moved  a  number  of  the  nobility  to  take 
arms,  to  endeavour  to  bring  Bothwell 
to  punifhment, — to  relieve  the  Queen 
from  the  bondage  .of  that  tyrant, — and  to 
preferve  the  perfon  of  their  native  prince  : — 
That  the  Queen,  preferring  Bothwell's  im- 
punity to  her  own  honour,  aflifted  him  in 

*  Cotton   Lib.    Calig.    C.    I.      Gocdall,   vol.  if, 
p.  129, 

8  making 
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making  his  efcape ;  after  which,  (he  me- 
naced them  with  punifliment ;  which  com- 
pelled them  to  fequeftrate  her  perfon  in 
Lochleven : — That  there  finding  herfelf 
tired  with  the  fatigues  of  government,  fhe 
had  demitted  and  refigned  the  fame  in  fa- 
vour of  her  fon,  and  of  the  Earl  of  Mur- 
ray as  Regent  during  his  infancy  and  ina- 
bility to  govern  ;  which  aft  of  regency  had 
been  ratified  and  confirmed  by  the  ftates 
of  the  kingdom  in  parliament,  and  ac- 
knowledged by  the  whole  kingdom,  until 
certain  of  the  nobility,  impatient  to  fee  fuch 
quiet  government,  had  pradifed  to  bring 
the  Queen  out  of  Lochleven,  and  to  fub- 
vert  the  government  and  authority  of  the 
King  thus  eflablifhed;  and  having  rifen 
in  arms,  they  were  oppofed  by  legal  au- 
thority*. 

To   this   Queen    Mary   replied: — That 
fuppofing  the  Earl  of  Bothwell  to  have  been 

*  Cotton  ]Ubf  Calig,  C.   j,     Goodall,  vol.  ii.  p, 

144' 

acceflory 
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acceffory  to  the  King's  murder,  that  could 
not  excufe  their  rebellion : — That  Both  well's 
guilt  was  never  known  to  her ;  on  the 
contrary,  he  had  been  acquitted  on  trial; 
which  acquittal  was  afterwards  ratified 
by  the  ftates  of  the  kingdom  in  parlia- 
ment: — That  after  this,  the  whole  nobility 
united  in  foliciting  her  to  marry  the  Earl 
of  Bothwell,  and  joined  in  a  bond  to  de- 
fend that  marriage  with  their  lives  and 
fortunes  : — That  thereafter  the  fame  per- 
fons  fecretly  confpired  to  make  the  Queen 
and  Bothwell  prifoners  at  Borthwick ; 
from  whence  they  efcaping  to  Dunbar, 
were,  on  their  return  to  Edinburgh,  met 
and  oppofed  by  an  army  raifed  againft 
them  : — That  fhe,  for  efchewing  blood, 
and  trufling  to  the  faith  of  their  promifes 
of  allegiance,  delivered  herfelf  into  their 
hands: — That  fo  far  from  preferring  the 
itnpunity  of  the  Earl  of  Bothwell  to  her 
own  honour,  by  fending  him  away,  as 
they  falfely  alleged,  they  themfelves,  on 

the 
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the  contrary,  fent  Grange,  one  of  their 
leaders,  and  defired  Bothwell  to  pafs  off  the 
field  until  the  time  he  might  be  tried,  and 
promifed  that  no  man  fhould  purfue  him; 
and  fo,  by  their  own  defire,  he  pafled 
away  ;  at  the  fame  time,  they  having  pro- 
mifed to  honour,  ferve,  and  obey  her  as 
their  Sovereign,  fhe  no  fooner  had  put 
herfelf  into  their  hands,  than  they  made 
her  a  captive,  and  fent  her  to  Lochleven 
caftle  : — That  while  there,  under  confine- 
ment, and  threatened  with  death,  they  did 
extort  from  her  a  refignation  of  the  govern- 
ment, and  other  writings,  which  by  force 
Ihe  was  compelled  to  fign  *, 

It  is  obvious,  that  fo  far  Mary  had  the 
fuperiority  in  point  of  argument,  having 
eftablifhed  her  complaint  againft  them  as 
rebels  and  ufurpers,  and  refuted  every 
argument  urged  by  Murray  and  his  aflb- 
ciates  in  their  defence.  This  is  acknow- 

f  Cotton  Lib.  Calig,  i.     Good.  vol.  ii.  p.  162. 

ledged 
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/ 

ledged  by  the  two  lateft  hiftorians.  Of 
confequence,  as  Murray  made  no  further 
anfwer,  Elizabeth  was  called  upon  by  her 
promifes  to  reftore  Queen  Mary  to  her 
kingdom.  This,  however,  was  quite  re* 
mote  from  Elizabeth's  intentions :  the  affair 
feemed  to  her  to  have  taken  a  bad  turn  ;  it 
was  truly  puzzling ;  let  us  fee  how  fhe  cuts 
through  it.  The  place  of  thefe  conferences, 
York,  was  at  too  great  a  diftance  from 
Elizabeth,  to  exert  her  full  influence ;  fhe 
wanted  that  they  mould  proceed  under  her 
own  eye,  and  be  directed  by  her,  and  her 
minifter  Cecil.  She  therefore  adjourns  the 
conferences,  and  orders  both  parties  to  ap- 
pear before  herfelf  and  Council  at  Hamp- 
ton-court. 

When  Mary  at  firft  agreed  to  this  con- 
ference, fhe  had  infifted,  and  got  Elizabeth 
to  promife,  that  as  fhe  herfelf  was  not 
allowed  to  appear  before  her,  fo  neither, 
^during  the  time  the  conferences  continued, 

the 
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the  Earl  of  Murray,  nor  his  affociates, 
fhould  be  permitted  to  come  into  her 
prefence*;  yet  to  this  promife  Elizabeth 
now  determined  to  pay  no  regard.  Hav- 
ing obtained  what  fhe  had  long  wiihed 
for,  to  have  her  unfortunate  rival  in  her 
power,  inftead  of  a&ing  the  part  of  a  friend, 
as  fhe  had  promifed ;  or  even  as  an  impar- 
tial umpire  between  Mary  and  her  fubjeds, 
to  determine  the  affair  as  it  then  flood ;  fhe 
had  already  taken  a  very  oppofite  meafure. 
This  was,  to  inftigate  and  encourage  Mur- 
ray to  become  the  accufer  of  his  Sovereign, 
as  acceflbry  to  the  King's  murder,  fo  as  to 
furnifh  herfelf  with  a  pretence,  not  only 
for  refufmg  to  reftore  Mary  to  her  throne, 
but  like\yife  for  keeping  her  a  prifoner  for 
life.  This  is  plainly  the  key  to  Elizabeth's 
conduct  through  the  courfe  of  thefe  con- 
ferences between  Queen  Mary,  and  Mur- 
ray and  his  aflbciates  :  and  before  fo  prede- 

*  Cotton  Lib.  Titus,  C.  12.    Goodall,  vol.  ii. 
J>.  184. 
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termined  a  judge,  it  is  eafy  to  fee  that  im- 
partiality was  not  to  be  expedted.  This 
plan,  as  previoufly  concerted  by  Elizabeth 
and  her  minifter,  ftands  detected,  and  is 
laid  open  from  the  proceedings  of  her 
Council  at  Hampton-court  of  the  3oth  of 
O£tober  1568,  prior  to  the  opening  of  the 
conferences  there.  The  heads  of  the  plan 
of  proceedings  are  as  follow : 

Queen  Mary's  commiffioners  are,  firft, 
to  have  accefs  to  Queen  Elizabeth,  and 
their  commiffion  from  their  miflrefs  ac- 
knowledged ;  fo  that  they  may  not  after- 
wards decline  the  treaty: — Then  the  Earl 
of  Murray  and  his  friends  fhould  be  called 
upon,  and  demanded,  "  Why  they  do 
"  forbear  to  charge  the  Queen  with  the 
guiltyriefs  of  the  murther  of  her  huf- 
band,  confideryng  their  party  have  al- 
ways given  it  out  to  the  world  that  fhe 

5  is  guilty?" Then,  to  encourage  and 

entice  them  to  accufe  her,  it  is  added  : 

CC     Jf 
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<c  If  they  will  in  the  end  be  content  to 
"  fhew  fufficient  matter  to  prove  her  gil- 
"  ty, — it  is  thought  good,  for  many  re- 
"  fpe&s,  that  they  fhuld  be  allured,  that 
"  they  (Murray  and  his  affociates,  then 
"  in  pofleffion  of  her  kingdom)  fhall  not 
"  be  made  fubject  to  her  indignation;" 
(that  is,  in  other  words,  that  they  fhould 
remain  in  quiet  pofieffion ;)  "  and  that 
"  her  Majefty  will  never  reftore  her  to  her 

«  throne." 

/ 

The  plan  being  thus  laid  down,  how 
Elizabeth  and  her  Council  were  to  proceed 
with  each  of  the  parties,  it  is  eafy  to  fee, 
that  the  caufe  of  Mary  was  already  weighed, 
and  her  fate  determined;  the  laft,  there- 
fore, and  moil  important  meafure,  remain- 
ed alone  to  be  concerted  by  thefe  judges-: 
this  was  the  fecuring  Mary's  perfon  ;  "  and 
"  becaufe  this  manner  of  proceeding  cannot 
"  be  fo  fecretly  ufed,  but  the  knowledge 
"  thereof  will  by  fome  means  come  to  the 

"  Quene 
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"  Quene  of  Scotts,  it  is  thought  moft  necef* 
ct  fary  of  all  things,  that  {he  be  circum- 
<c  fpedly  looked  unto  for  dout  of  efcaping; 
"  and  therefore  it  is  thought  good,  that  all 
"  preparation  be  haftned  for  removing 
"  her  to  Tutbury  *." 

la  confequence  of  the  above  well-con- 
certed plan,  Mary's  commiffioners  having 
been  called  upon  before  thofe  of  Elizabeth, 
and  their  commiffion  fliown,  before  any 
procedure  was  taken,  they  gave  in  a  pro- 
teftation,  "  That  they  entered  into  thefe 
"  conferences  with  this  proviib,  That  thair 
"  miftrefs's  caufe  was  not  to  proceed  any 
<c  manner  of  way  in  form  of  judgement, 
"  or  in  judicial  place,  or  before  any  judge 
"  or  judges,  but  as  commiffioners  and  am- 
"  bafladors  of  a  free  princefs  with  ane  im- 
"  perial  crown,  to  confer  with  Queen  Eli- 
u  fabeth  and  her  commiffioners  in  the  form 

*  Proceedings  of  the  Council  at  Hampton -court, 
from  Cecil's  papers,     Goodall,  vol.  ii.  p,  179. 

"  of 
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c<  of  treaty  only."  This  was  a  wife  precau- 
tion ;  and,  no  doubt,  in  a  great  meafure, 
difappointed  Elizabeth  in  her  view  of  adting 
as  final  judge,  and  giving  fentence  againft 
Queen  Mary. 

The  Earl  of  Murray  and  his  aflbciates, 
immediately  on  their  arrival  at  London, 
were  introduced  to,  and  gracioufly  receiv- 
ed by,  Elizabeth  5  and  any  fcruples  they 
had,  with  refpecT:  to  their  accufirig  Mary, 
being  foon  removed  by  the  above  encou- 
raging aflurances  from  Elizabeth,  they 
gave  in  their  charge  or  libel  on  the  26th 
November  1568,  publicly  accufmg  her  of 
being  in  the  foreknowledge  of,  and  parti- 
cipant with,  Bothwell  in  the  murder  of  her 
hufband  *. 

A  copy  of  .the  accufation  having  been 
delivered  to  the  Queen  of  Scots'  commif- 

*  Cotton  Lib.  Calig.  p.  230.  Goodall,  voL  ii, 
p.  206. 

VOL.  L  I  fioners, 
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fioners,  the  Bifhop  of  Rofs  and  Lori 
Herries,  in  prefence  of  the  Englifh  com- 
miffioners,  they,  after  exprefimg  their  fur- 
prife  that  the  other  party  fhould  put  in  writ- 
ing "  fuch  a  bold  accufation  againft  their 
"  Sovereign,  declared  they  would  as  boldly 
"  defend  hir.  —  -Murray  and  his  aflbciates 
"  (they  afTerted)  had  invented  this  accufa- 
"  tion  oPythe  Queen  for  maintaynance 
"  of  their  own  treafons  ;  —  and  that  when 
"  the  caufe  fhould  be  farther  tryed,  it  wold 
**  be  proved,  that  fome  of  them  which  be 
"  now  the  accufers,  were  the  inventars^ 
"  and  privy  to  the  making  of  bonds  and 
"  writings  for  the  confpiracy  of  the  death 
tc  of  the  Lord  Darnley,  the  Queen's  huf- 
"  band  -  They  required,  in  the  mean 
M  time,  that  thefe  accufers  might  be  ftay- 
w  ed  and  arrefted,  untill  in  the  end  of 
"  the  caufe  it  might  be  fiten  what  they 
"  deferved  *." 


*  Paper-office,     GoodalJ,   vol.  ii.    p.  209 

212. 
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Mary,  being  informed  of  the  accufation 
thus  publicly  made  againft  her,  and  of  the 
gracious  reception  which  her  rebel  fubjeds 
had  met  with  from  Elizabeth,  contrary  to 
her  promife,  had,  no  doubt,  good  ground 
to  fufpedl  the  partiality  of  her  judge,  and 
to  wifh  for  a  hearing  in  perfon  before  other 
more  unbiafled  judges.  She  therefore  in- 
ftruded  her  commiffioners,  3d  December 
1568,  to  demand,  in  her  name,  That  as 
Elizabeth  had  given  admittance,  both  in 
private  and  public^  to  her  accufers,  ihe  * 
likewife  might  be  permitted  to  "  cum  in 
u  proper  perfoun  to  hir  Majeflies  awin 
"  prefence  and  of  hir  nobilitie,  and  in  the 
"  prefence  alfo  of  the  haill  ambafladouris 
"  of  other  countreys,  then  refident  within 
"  hir  Hienes  realme,  to  declaire  hir  inno- 
"  cencie,  and  to  make  hir  Majeftie  and 
"  thayme  underftand  the  untrew  invented 
"  calumnies  of  hir  faidis  rebellis,  for  the 

*  Anderfbn,    vol.   iv.    p.  160..     Goodall,    vol.  ii. 
p.  220. 

I  2  cc  better 
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4C  better  defence  of  hir  Grace's  honor,  fa- 
"  tisfadioun  of  her  Hienes,  and  all  other 
"  Chriftiane  princes  and  guide  fubjedis 

"  quhatfumever. And  alfo  fen  the  faid 

**  rebellis  has  taken  upon  them  unjuftly 
"  and  boldly  to  accufe  thair  native  Sove- 
"  reign,  defyris  alfo  that  they  may  be 
"  flayed  and  arrefted  by  your  Majefty's 
"  authority,  to  anfwer  upon  fie  heinous  at- 
"  temptats  as  fall  be  laid  to  thair  charge  *." 

We 

*  Dr.  Robertfon  feems  to  Jay  greater  ftrefs  than  it 
deferves  on  the  overture  made  by  the  Bifhop  of  Rofs 
and  Lord  Herries,  at  this  time,  for  an  accommodation 
with  Murray  and  Morton,  after  they  had  accufed  the 
Queen.  It  is  proper  D  obferve,  however,  that  this 
propofal  "  came  not  from  the  Queen  fmce  the  accufa- 
cs  tion  had  been  given  in  by  the  Earl  of  Murray."  So 
Rofs  and  Herries  declare,  Goodall,  vol.  ii.  p.  226. 
And  Mary  fcarce  had  time,  from  the  2Qth  November 
to  the  4th  of  December,  to  have  got  a  copy  of  the 
accufation  fent  her  from  Weftminfter  to  Boiton  in 
Lancashire,  and  to  have  fent  any  return  concerning  it 
to  her  commiilioners.  They  declare  the  propofal  came 
from  themfelves,  and  not  from  the  Queen  5  and  we 
have  no  reafon  to  difbelieve  them.  However  ill-timed 

this 
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We  fubmit  to  the  Reader,  if  fo  bold  a 
demand  could  have  come  from  a  guilty 
perfon  ? 

The  firmnefs  of  this  fpirited  requeft  of 
Queen  Mary,  to  appear  in  perfon  before 
Queen  Elizabeth  arid  the  whole  Peers  of  Eng- 
land and  foreign  ambafladors,  affords,  in  our 
opinion,  a  moft  convincing  proof  of  her 
innocence.  A  charge  is  brought  againft 
her,  as  privy  to  the  murder  of  her  huf- 
band,  and  offered  to  be  proved  by  Letters 
under  her  own  hand.  Would  any  perfon, 

this  motion  was,  yet  it  feems  too  harfh  to  infer  any 
prefumption  againft  the  Queen,  when  it  is  confidered 
likewife,  that  the  accufers  had  then  produced  no  part 
of  their  proof.  At  the  fame  time  it  is  no  wonder,  if 
Queen  Mary  and  her  commiilioners,  feeing  the  grofs 
partiality  of  Elizabeth  in  encouraging  thefe  rebels,  and 
inftigating  them  againft  her,  and  fenfible  of  Elizabeth's 
determined  refolution  in  the  event  to  condemn  her, 
were  at  firft  ftunned  and  confounded,  and  in  that  fitua- 
tion  thought  of  making  up  the  matter  with  her  own 
fubjeds,  rather  than  truft  to  Elizabeth,  already  cjeterr 
mined  againft  her. 

I  3  a  wo- 
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a  woman  efpecially,  confcious  of  guilt, 
have  dared  to  make  fuch  a  propofal,  of 
expofmg  herfelf,  before  fo  folemn  an  au- 
dience, and  in  the  face  of  fuch  proof  as  was 
offered  to  be  exhibited  againft  her  ?  To  fee 
a  cafket  with  her  Letters  produced  by 
Murray  and  Morton  ;  to  hear  their  horrid 
contents  publicly  read,  and  their  genuine-* 
nefs  aflerted  ? 

A  guilty  perfon  muft  have  fhrunk  from 
fuch  a  teft  ;  overwhelmed  under  the  load 
of  fo  formidable,  fo  apparent  proof !  Guilt 
always  feeks  to  avoid  the  light  j  and  flies 
examination  ! 

Not  fo  the  Queen.  Bold,  and  confcious 
of  innocence,  fhe  rifes  fuperior  to  the  dar- 
ing wickednefs  of  her  enemies.  She  preffes 
to  come  forward  with  firmnefs  and  refolu- 
tion,  fuch  as  confcious  virtue  and  inno^ 
cence  alone  could  infpire.  She  demands, 

as 
7 
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as  her  right,  to  appear  in  perfon ;  to  con- 
front her  accufers;  to  be  heard  in  her 
defence,  in  prefence  of  a  public  and  un- 
biafled  audience. 

To  fee,  and  examine  with  her  own  eyes, 
Letters  which  flie  knew  to  be  falfe  and 
forged  ;  which,  fhe  doubted  not,  fhe  would 
expofe  and  prove  to  be  fo — To  compare 
thefe  forged  Letters  with  her  own  genuine 
hand-writing — To  fcrutinize  their  con- 
tents, and  the  intrinfic  circumftances  men- 
tioned in  them — To  confront  Morton :  to 
queftion  him  and  his  fervants  feparately— 
To  have  interrogated  Sir  James  Balfour  on 
the  fubjedt  of  the  delivery  of  the  caiket 
of  Letters  : — All  thefe,  and  other  relative 
circumftances,  being  fubje&ed  to  Queen 
Mary's  examination,  the  truth  muft  infal- 
libly have  appeared.  We  fhall  now  fee 
how  artfully  Queen  Elizabeth  evades  this 
bold,  this  equitable  demand,  of  her  fitter 
Queen. 

I  4  Mary's 
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Mary's  commiffioners  having  prefented 
this  fupplication  in  their  miftrefs's  name, 
Elizabeth  at  firft  feems  to  think  her  requeft 
proper  and  reafonable.  In  anfwer  to  this 
demand  Ihe  tells  them,  "  I  think  it  very 
"  reafonable  that  fhe  fould  be  heard  in  her 
"  own  caufe,  being  fo  very  weightie  5  but 
"  to  determine  quhom  before,  quhen,  and 
"  quhair,  ony  time  before  I  underftand 
"  how  thay  (Murray  and  Morton)  will 
<c  verify  thair  allegatioun,  I  am  not  as  yet 
"  refolvit  5  but  after  conferring  with  thame, 
"  I  fall  give  you  ane  anfwer  *," 

On  conferring,  however,  with  her 
friends,  Murray  and  Morton,  they  no 
doubt  gave  her  good  reafon  to  refufe 
Mary's  requeft,  of  appearing  perfonally  at 
the  conferences,  or  of  calling  in  neutral 
perfons,  fuch  as  the  foreign  minifters  then 
at  her  court,  Elizabeth's  ardent  defire 
always  was,  to  get  into  her  hands  the 

*  Cotton  Lib.  Titus,  C.  12,  Goodall,  vol.  ii.  p.  2*2. 
i  o  pretended 
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pretended  proofs  from  Murray,  of  his  charge 
againft  Queen  Mary.  She  therefore  in- 
forms her  commiflioners,  that  fhe  is  to  call 
upon  Murray  and  his  aflbciates,  and  reprove 
them  for  the  accufation  they  had  given  in 
againft  the  Queen  ;  but  that  if  "  they  wald 
"  perfift  therein,  that  then  fhe  would  re- 
"  ceive  from  them  the  proofs  of  their  ac- 
"  cufation  againft  Mary  *." 

This  procedure  of  Elizabeth,  in  keeping 
Queen  Mary  at  a  diftance  confined,  while 
her  caufe  was  going  on,  and  her  accufers 
admitted  freely  to  her  prefence,  and  en- 
couraged by  all  means  to  proceed  to  their 
proof,  before  Mary  could  be  allowed  to 
make  a  defence  to  their  accufation,  ap- 
peared to  be  fo  glaring  and  partial,  and  a 
direct  breach  of  Queen  Elizabeth's  promife 
to  Mary,  which  had  induced  her  at  firft  to 
enter  into  this  treaty,  that  the  commiflioners 

*  Goodallj  vol.  ii.  p.  227. 

of 
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of  the  Queen  of  Scots  immediately  gave 
In  a  remonftrance  *  againft  it,  "  as  a  pre- 
pofterous  order,  never  ufed  in  any  treaty 
or  conference^  yea,  not  even  in  cafes  of 
judicial  procedure,  to  receive  probation 
4<  before  the  party  was  heard  to  anfwer 
"  to  the  alledgeance,  and  efpecially  in  fo 

tc  weighty  a  caufe  : they  therefore  pro- 

"  tefted,  that   no   further  fhould  be  pro- 
**  ceeded  in  this  conference  f ." 

Notwith- 

*  The  Reader  is  defired  to  take  notice  of  the  proce- 
dure after  the  following  protection,  as  Mr.  Hume 
upon  it  founds  an  afTertion,  that  Queen  Mary  and  her 
commiflioners  finally  broke  off  the  conferences,  and 
fcever  would  make  any  reply. 

•f  Goodall,  vol.  ii.  p.  229. 

Mr.  Hume  is  of  opinion,  that  by  this  procedure  of 
Elizabeth,  in  refpeft  to  Mary's  requefr,  the  former 
fhowed  no  figns  of  partiality.  His  reafons  are,  becaufe, 
*'  although  fhe  had  granted  an  audience  to  the  Earl  of 
cc  Murray  and  his  colleagues,  fhe  had  previoufly  con- 
*'  ferred  the  fame  honour  on  Mary's  commiffioners ; 
ec  and  her  conducl  was  fo  far  entirely  equal  to  both 

*c  parties  j"  vol.  ii.  p.  496. 

Dr* 
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Notwithftanding  this  remonftrance,  as 
Elizabeth's  plan  was  to  have  the  accufation 
fixed  on  Mary,  fhe,  at  the  fame  meeting, 
called  upon  Murray  and  Morton  ;  who  di- 
reftly  put  into  the  hands  of  the  Englifh 
commiflioners  the  Box  with  the  Letters 
arid  French  fonnets  faid  to  be  written  by 
the  Queen.  They  alfo  produced  a  copy  of 
the  Earl  of  Bothwell's  trial,  with  the  exa- 
minations and  confeflions  of  Hay,  Hep- 
burn, Pourie,  and  Dalgleim,  fervants  of 
Bothwell ;  who,  although  all  of  them 
charged  their  matter,  yet  none  of  them 

Dr.  Robertfon,  on  this  point,  argues  very  differ- 
ently :  "  Mary"  (fays  he,  vol.  i.  p.  413.)  "  juftly 
<c  confidered  this  as  an  open  declaration  of  Elizabeth's 

"  partiality  towards  her  adverfaries. Her  rebellious 

<c  fubje&s  were  allowed  accefs  to  the  Queen  ;  ftie  was 
"  excluded  from  her  prefence  :  they  enjoyed  full  liber- 
"  ty;  Ihe  languifhed  under  a  long  imprifonment,'* 
remote  from  the  place  of  trial :  "  they  were  encouraged 
"  to  accufe  her;  in  defending  herfelf,  fhe  laboured 
<{  under  every  difadvantage."  Add  to  thefe,  that  the 
accufers  were  now  allowed  to  proceed  with  their  pre- 
tended proof  in  §ueen  Mary's  abfence* 

pretended 
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pretended  to  afperfe  the  Queen  in  the  leaft 
with  any  acceffion  to  the  King's  mur- 
der *.  And  it  is  proved  beyond  doubt, 
that  all  of  them,  at  their  death,  publicly 
abfolved  the  Queen  from  it.  So  that, 
fetting  the  Letters  afide,  there  is  no  other 
evidence  which  Murray  and  Morton  could 
produce  againft  the  Queen. 

Here  it  is  proper  to  remark  the  guarded 
caution  of  Murray  and  his  accomplices,  in 
the  manner  they  produced  thefe  Letters 
before  the  Englifh  commiffi oners.  "  They 
"  produced  (fays  the  record  of  the  8th 
*c  December  1568)  feven  feveral  wry  tings, 
<c  wrytten  in  French,  in  the  like  Romain 
"  band  as  others  her  letters^  which  were 
*c  faewed  yejiernigbt)  and  avowed  by  them  to 
"  be  wrytten  be  the  faid  £>ueen.  Which 
c  feven  wrytings  being  copied,  were  read  in 

*  Vide  their  judicial  confeffions,  taken  from  the  re- 
cords of  the  high  court  of  jufticiary,  Anderfon,  vol.  ii. 
p.  165,  et  feq-.  Alfo,  Affirmation  of  the  Peers  of 
Scotland  afferting  this.  fac\  Goodall,  vol.  ii.  p.  359. 

"  French^ 
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"  French,  and  a  due  collation  made  thairof, 
"  as  near  as  could  be,  by  reading  and  in- 
<c  fpeftioun,.  and  made  to  accord  with  the 
"  originals ;  which  the  f aid  Erie  of  Murray 
"  required  to  be  re  delivered ';  and  did  there* 
"  upon  deliver  the  copies^  being  collation- 
"  cd*." 

By  this  it  would  appear,  that  when  the 
Letters  were  produced,  they  were  not  at 
the  time  compared  by  the  Englifh  commif- 
fioners  with  other  letters  acknowledged 
and  proved  to  be  of  the  Queen's  writing. 
But  allowing  thofe  other  letters  faid  to  be 
fhewn  the  preceding  night,  to  have  been 
genuine  of  the  Queen,  why  were  not  Mur- 
ray's Letters  in  the  like  Roman  hand,  care- 
fully compared  and  fcrutinized  with  them 
at  the  fame  time  ? — Again,  why  this  pre- 
meditated contrivance  of  Murray  to  bring 
copies  along  with  his  pretended  original 

*  Cot.  Lib.  Journal  of  the  commiffioners,  8th  De- 
cember 1585.     Good.  vol.  ii.  p.  235, 

Letters  ? 
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Letters?  and  after  reading,  and  making 
thofe  copies  to  accord  with  his  originals, 
why  fuch  hafte  to  huddle  up  and  carry  off 
thefe  pretended  originals  ?  Is  he  afraid 
indeed  of  their  being  feen  ?  Very  remark- 
able is  this  caution  :  like  a  mole,  this  ofF- 
fpring  of  darknefs  no  fooner  feels  the  light, 
than  inftantly  it  rufhes  back  into  the  caverns 

of  night  *. 

Mr. 

*  We  find  after  this,  that  thefe  Letters,  and  the 
other  writings,  were  again  produced  before  fome  others 
of  the  Englifh  nobility  at  Hampton-court,  and  read 
and  collated  with  other  letters  faid  to  be  genuine  of 
Queen  Mary  ;  and  the  manner  in  which  thefe  writings 
were  collated  by  the  Council  at  Hampton-court,  we 
have  in  the  following  words  :  "  And  it  is  to  be  noted, 
ct  that  at  the  time  of  the  producing,  (hewing,  and  read- 
<c  ing,  of  all  thefe  forefaid  writings,  there  was  no  fpecial 
<e  choyfe  nor  regard  had  to  the  order  of  the  producing 
<c  thereof,  but  the  whole  writings  lying  altogether 
"  upon  the  Counfel  table,  the  fame  were,  one  after 
"  another,  fhewed,  rather  by  hap,  as  the  fame  did  lye 
<c  upon  the  table,  than  with  any  choyfe  made,  as  by 
"  the  natures  thereof,  iftimebadfoferved,  might  have 
"  been.  And  in  the  end'  it  was  laid  unto  the  faid 
"  Erles  (Northumberland,  Weftmorland,  Shrewf- 

«  berry, 
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Mr.  Hume  has  thought  proper  to  fay, 
that  "  Bifhop  Lefly  expreisly  declined 
"  comparing  the  hands  (in  the  Letters), 

"  berry,    Worcefter,    Huntington,    and    Warwyk), 

"  that  in  this  fort  they  were  now  made  participant  of 

<c  the  whole  Jf ate  of  the  caufe^  even  as  largely  as  the  reft 

<c  of  hir  Majeftie's  Privy  Counfel  were :  and  therefore 

"  they  were  newly  again  required  to  have  in  remem- 

"  brance  hir  Majeftie's  firft  charge  to  have  the  fame 

"  kept  in  fecret  by  them,  as  hir   counfellors  in  this 

"  caufe;"  Anderf.  vol.  iv.  p.  176. ;  Goodall,  vol.  ii. 

p.  258.     As  this  is  acknowledged  by  themfelves   to 

have   been    the   method    of  exhibiting    thofe   papers, 

Bifhop  Lefly  had  certainly  reafon  to  challenge  the  whole 

-party,  in  the  following  words  :  "  But  (fays  he)  who 

"  conferred  thefe  Letters,  I  pray  you,  with  the  Queen's 

<e  owne  hande-writing  ?    Dare  you  to  warrant  them 

<c  in  this   fo  perilous   and  weighty  a  caufe,    to  have 

<c  bene  fo  exquifitely  and  fo  exactly  viewed  and  con- 

"  ferred    with   al   fuche  dewe    circumftances  as  the 

ic  Civil  Law  doth   require,    were  it  but  a  civil  or 

<c  money  matter  ?    You  will,  peradventure,    anfwere, 

<c  That  there  was  devve  collation  by  you  made.     O  per- 

"  fe£te  and  worthy  collation  !  O  meete  and  apt  men 

"  for  fuch  a  purpofe  !    As  though  it  is  not  known 

"  throughout  the  world,  that  ye  are  her  moft  mortal 

u  enemies  $" — Anderfon^  vol.  i,  partii,  p.  19. 

"  as 
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"  as  not  being  a  legal  proof."  Let  us 
examine  what  authority  Mr.  Hume  has  for 
this  afTertion.  We  have  feen  from  the 
record  of  6th  December,  that  Queen  Eliza- 
beth, in  anfwer  to  Mary's  fupplication, 
tells  her  commiffioners,  that  fhe  is  to  call 
upon  Murray,  and  receive  the  proofs  of 
his  accufation  againft  their  Queen ;  that  is, 
the  Letters.  In  a  paper  drawn  up  by  the 
Bifhop  of  Rofs  upon  that  occafion,  he  ufes 
the  following  argument :  "  If  they,  Mur- 
cc  ray  and  Mortoun,  wald  prefs  to  verify 
"  their  accufation  by  comparifon  of  Let- 
<c  ters,  the  famen  is  na  ways  fufficient ; 
"  cum ,  dejure^  fallacijjimum  genus  probandi 
"fit  per  comparationem  liter  arum"  The 
above  authority  from  the  Roman  law,  that 
a  proof  comparationc  liter  arum  is  the  moft 
fallacious  of  all  proof,  is  certainly  juft; 
efpecially  in  abfence  of  the  party  accufed. 
But  does  it  follow  from  this,  that  the 
Bifhop,  by  ufmg  this  argument,  exprefsly 
declined  comparing  the  hands,  as  Mr. 

Hurae 
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Hume  is  pleafed  to  affert?  With  fubmif- 
fion,  the  contrary  of  this  appears  ;  arid  that 
Queen  Mary  repeatedly,  as  we  (hall  fee, 
inltmids  her  commiffioners  to  fee  and  in- 
fpe£t  the  original  Letters ;  but  in  vain  : 
this  reafonable  and  neceflary  demand, 
though  often  infilled  on  by  them,  they 
never  did  obtain.  To  proceed  : 

In  fupport  of  the  Letters,  Morton  him- 
felf,  the  Queen's  accufer,  affirmed  he  got 
the  Box  with  thofe  writings  from  Dalgleifh 
in  the  manner  above  mentioned ;  and  one 
Crawfurd  (a  dependent  on  the  Earl  of 
Lennox,  another  accufer  of  the  Queen), 
the  perfon  mentioned  in  the  firft  Letter  as 
fent  by  Lennox  to  meet  Mary  in  her  road 
to  Glafgow,  gave  teftimony  to  the  verity 
of  that  occurrence,  and  fome  other  fuch 
incidents  mentioned  >in  one  of  the  Letters. 
Thefe,  whether  true  or  falfe,  feem  to  be 
of  no  confequence ;  for  this  plain  reafon, 
that  whoever  did  write  the  Letters,  would 

VOL,  I.  K  take 
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take  care  to  inform  themfelves  of  every  in- 
cident that  happened  in  Mary's  company 
when  fhe  was  at  Glafgow,  at  the  time  fhe 
is  fuppofed  to  have  written  thefe  Letters  to 
Bothwell ;  and  they  could  not  have  applied 
to  a  better  hand  for  their  information,  than 
to  this  fervant  of  Lennox,  or  even  to  Len- 
nox himfelf,  who,  nobody  will  doubt,  were 
both  very  ready  to  give  all  the  information 
in  their  power  againft  Queen  Mary.  The 
Box  and  Letters  per  fe,  then,  with  Mor- 
ton's fmgle  affirmation  as  to  the  manner  in 
which  they  came  into  his  pofleffion,  are 
the  only  evidences  againft  the  Queen  which 
were  produced  at  th^  conferences. 

Let  us  here  attend  to  Morton's  ftory  of 
the  feizure  of  the  Box  and  Letters.-^-A  very 
little  reflection  evinces  the  whole  to  be  a 
moft  palpable  and  darmg  falfehood.  This 
fatal  Box,  like  Pandora's,  full  of  every  evil, 
was  to  be  the  inftrument  to  dethrone  an 
independent  Queen,  to  feat  her  rebel 

fubjeds 
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fubjeds  on  that  throne,  and  to  tfanfmit  to 
future  ages,  as  infamous,  a  character  hi- 
therto unfullied  and  fplendid.  Every  cir- 
cumftance  then,  which  relates  to  the  find- 
ing of  this  important  Box,  ought  to  be 
luminous,  clear,  and  unfufpicious.  Now 
if,  according  to  Morton's  affirmation,  cer- 
tain perfons  (not  named)  had  feized  Dal- 
gleifh  with  the  Box  in  his  cuftody,  there 
could  be  no  want  of  witnefles  for  proving 
this  moft  important  facl:.  Dalgleifh,  we 
have  feen,  who  could  have  cleared  up  this 
affair,  and  told  every  circumftance  relating 
to  it,  was  tried,  condemned,  and  hanged, 
and  not  one  fingle  queftion  put  to  him 
concerning  the  Box  and  Letters  !  But  what 
became  of  Sir  James  Balfour,  and  the  per- 
fons on  this  occafion  who  feized  Dalgleifh 
in  June  1567,  little  more  than  a  year  be- 
fore the  conferences  in  England  took  place? 
They  were  noc  hanged ;  they  could  have 
given  full  teftimony  ta  the  truth  of  the 
K  2  ftory, 
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ftory,  if  there  had  been  the  lead  grain  of 
truth  in  it.  Is  it  poffible  then  to  account 
for  Murray  and  Morton's  declining  to  bring 
forward  and  to  exhibit  fuch  neceflary  wit- 
nefles  on  fo  important  a  point,  on  any 
other  fuppofition  than  that  of  the  abfolute 
falfehood  of  the  whole  tale,  affirmed  upon 
honour  by  Morton  alone  ?  affirmed  only 
by  that  man  whom  no  tie  of  honour  could 
ever  bind  ;  who  had  been  his  whole  life 
engaged  in  a  feries  of  treafonable  con- 
Ipiracies  againft  his  Sovereign;  had  led  a 
band  of  affaffins  to  aflault  her  in  her  own 
palace,  and  to  murder  her  Secretary  at  her 
feet !  Thofe  Letters  then,  from  their  firft 
appearance  in  the  hands  of  Morton,  the 
Queen's  accufer,  until  their  final  exit  with 
him,  we  fee  ftamped  with  the  brand  of 
falfehood  in  their  front ;  falfehood  fo  pal- 
pable, that,  before  any  court  of  inquiry 
other  than  Elizabeth's,  muf I:  have  repro- 
bated them,  with  infamy. 

i  %  Upon 
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Upon  fuch  grofs  partiality  of  Elizabeth, 
it  is  no  eafy  matter  to  fay  what  courfe 
would  have  been  moft  proper  for  Mary  to 
have  fleered.  Being  denied  that  privilege 
which  the  greateft  criminals  have  always 
been  allowed  in  every  civilized  nation,  that 
of  being  heard  perfonally  in  her  own  de- 
fence, and  of  interrogating  and  confronting 
her  accufers,  me  had  ordered  her  commiffion- 
ers  to  break  off  all  furtherconference,  before 
judges  already  fo  determined  againft  her. 
Dr.  Robertfon  is  of  opinion,  that,  had  me 
refted  there,  it  was  the  moft  prudent  part 
me  could  have  a£ted.  —  Had  Queen  Mary 
been  confcious  of  guilt,  me,  no  doubt, 
would  have  done  fo.  It  muft  be  confidered, 
however,  that  her  enemies  had,  at  this 
time,  not  only  accufed  her  publicly  of  being 
privy  and  accefibry  to  the  King's  murder; 
but  had,  in  compliance  with  Elizabeth's 
order,  produced  their  proof,  the  Box  with 
the  Letters,  which  they  afferted  did  amount 
to  a  full  convidion  of  Queen  Mary's  guilt. 
K  3  This 
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This  was  the  confummation  of  Elizabeth's 
uttnoft  wifhes.  It  behoved  Mary,  on  the 
other  hand,  clearly  to  fee  the  inferences 
that  might  be  drawn  to  her  prejudice  from 
this  ftep  which  me  had  been  provoked  to 
take.  By  declining  the  combat,  fhe  yielded 
the  victory  to  her  enemies,  and  left  them 
in  the  clear  pofleffion  of  the  field.  On  thefe 
confiderations,  bold  in  her  innocence,  fhe 
fcorns  all  fubterfuge  —  fhe  determines  to 
give  anfwers  to  Murray's  accufation ; 
which  fhe  accordingly  fends  to  her  com- 
miffioners.  And  moreover,  as  to  the  Let- 
ters and  other  Writings,  which  fhe  was 
informed  Murray  had  fhown  in  evidence 
againft  her,  fhe  writes  to  her  commiffioners, 
Dec.  19,  1568,  as  follows:  "  We  have 
*c  refavit  the  eik  (additional  charge)  given 
"  in  be  the  Erie  of  Murray  and  his 
"  complices ;  and  quhair  thay  have  faid 
c<  thairin,  that  we  knew,  counfallit,  advifit, 
"  or  commandit,  the  murther  of  our  huf- 
"  band,  they  have  falfelie  and  t rait  our  ujlie 

'     "  lyed, 
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lyed^  imputing  unto  us  the  crime  quhairof 
thay  tbamefalfis  ar  authors,  inventars^ 
dears,  and  f um  of  them  propper  executors. 
•—And  to  the  effect  our  guid  fifter  may 
underftand  we  are  not  willing  to  let 
thair  falfe  inventit  allegeances  pafs  over 
with  filence,  adhering  to  zour  former 
proteftatiounis  *,  ze  fall  defire  the  infpec- 
tloun  and  doubillis  of  all  thay  haif  pro- 
ducit  againis  us  ;  and  that  we  may  fee 
the  alledglt  principal  writingis,  gif  they 
"  half  ony,  producit ;  and,  with  God's 
u  grace,  we  fall  make  fie  anfwer  thairto, 
"  that  our  innocence  fall  be  knawin  to  our 
"  guid  fifter,  and  to  all  uther  princes ;  and 
"  ficlyke  fall  charge  them  as  auftors, 
<c  inventars,  and  doars,  of  the  faid  crime 
they  wald  impute  to  us,  and  prove  the 
fame  fufficiently,  fua  that  we  may  have 
our  guid  fitter's  prefence,  as  our  adver- 
"  faries  have  had,  and  reafonable  fpace  and 

*  Viz.  That  the  procedure  was  not  to  be  in  a  judi- 
cial way.     Vide  the  proteftation,  p.  112. 

K  4  "  tyme 


" 


" 
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"  tyme  to  get  fie  verificatioun  as  apper- 
<c  tains  thairto  *." 

In   confequence    of  this    letter,    Mary's 
commiffioners  repaired,  on  the  25th  day  of 

*  Cot.  Lib.  Goodall,  vol.  ii.  p.  289. 

It  is  to  be  obferved,  that  Anderfon,  who  pretends  to 
have  given  a  full  account,  and  extracts,  of  the  whole 
procedure  before  the  Englifh  commiflioners  and  Coun- 
cil, "  from  the  time  the  Queen  efcaped  from  Loch- 
"  leven,  until  the  conferences  at  York,  Weftminfter, 
<c  and  Hampton-court,  were  ended,"  vol.  iv.  preface, 
p.  8.  has  thought  proper  to  fupprefs  the  above  letter  of 
Queen  Mary  to  her  commiflioners,  their  remonftrance 
in  confequence  defiring  infpe&ion  and  copies  of  the 
Letters,  and  their  miftrefs's  refolution  to  anfwer  the 
fame.  And  he  makes  no  mention  of  any  further  pro- 
cedure in  the  matter  after  the  Council  of  the  i6th  De- 
cember 1567,  Anderfon,  vol.  iv.  p.  182.;  though 
they  were  continued,  and  frequent,  until  the  2d  Fe- 
bruary 1568,  Goodallj  vol.  ii.  p.  333.  Such  a  mani- 
teft  impofition  in  this  compiler,  who  muft  have  feen 
every  one  of  thofe  papers  in  the  Cotton  Library  and 
Paper-office,  in  the  fame  books  from  which  he  has 
extracted  the  papers  he  has  been  pleafed  to  give  us,  is 
too  glaring  an  inftance  of  this  gentleman's  partiality  to 
be  patted  over  in  filence.  Mr.  Hutne  has  followed 
Anderfon's  example. 

December 
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December  1568,  to  the  prefence  of  Queen 
Elizabeth  and  her  Council ;  where  they 
produced  the  letter  and  inftruftions  from 
their  miftrefs,  together  with  an  anfwer 
from  the  Queen  herfelf  to  the  accufation 
of  Murray  and  his  affociates  *,  which  they 

read 

*  The  accufation  againft  the  Queen  is  in  general 
terms.  The  heads  are  as  follow  :  "  That  as  James 
Erie  of  Bothwell  was  the  chief  executor  of  the  unwor- 
thy murther  of  umquhile  King  Henry,  the  Queen's 
lawful  hufband,  fa  was  fhe  of  the  foreknowlege,  de- 
vifer,  perfuadcr,  and  commander,  of  the  faid  murther, 
and  maintainer  and  fortifiar  of  the  executors  thereof, 
by  impeding  and  flopping  of  the  inquifition  and  punifh- 
inent  due  for  the  fame,  be  marriage  with  the  faid  Erie 

of  Bothwell,  delatit  and  efteemit  the  murtherer; 

and  intendit,  as  appeared  by  thair  proceedings,  to 
caufe  the  innocent  Prince,  now  our  Sovereign,  fhortly 
to  follow  his  father;  and  fo  to  transfer  the  crown  fra 
the  richt  line  to  a  bloody  murtherer,  and  godlefs  tyrant. 
In  quhilk  refpeft,  the  eftates  of  the  realm,  finding  her 
unworthy  to  reign,  decernit  her  demiflion  of  the  crown, 
with  the  coronation  of  our  Sovereign  Lord,  and  efta- 
blifhing  the  regency  in  the  perfon  of  me  the  Erie  of 
Murray  during  his  Highnefs's  minority ;  as  in  the  acls 

maid 
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read  before  her  Majefty,  and  repeated  the 
requeft  to  fee  and  infpeft  the  principal 
'writings  produced  againft  their  foverelgn, 

and 

maid  thereanent  more  largely  is  contained."  Cot,  Lib* 
Calig.  C.  I.  Goodall)  vol.  it.  p.  206. 

The  Heads  of  the  Queen  s  Anfwer. 

"  Forafmuchas  the  Erie  of  Murray  and  his  aftb- 
ciates,  for  collouring  their  horrible  crimes  againft  us, 
have  maintained,  "  That  as  the  Erie  of  Bothwell  has 
"  been  the  principal  executor  of  thp  murther  of  our 
"  late  hufband  ;  fo  we  knew,  counfellit,  and  com- 
'*  mandit,  the  faid  murther  :"  they  have  falfelie,  trai- 
touroufly,  and  mifchantly  lyed,  imputing  to  us  the 
crime  of  which  themfelves  were  the  authors,  inventars, 

dears,  and  fome  of  them  the  proper  executors, • 

And  where  they  alledge,  "  That  we  flopped  inquifition 
*c  and  due  puniftiment  to  be  maid  on  the  faid  mur- 
tc  ther  :"  it  is  another  calumny,  which  having  already 
fufficientlie  anfwered,  in  our  reply  at  York,  wherein 
they  were  ftricken  doun,  as  likewife  in  that  which  they 
rehearfe  as  to  our  marriage  with  the  Erie  of  Bothwel), 
thinks  it  not  necefTary  to  make  them  any  further  an- 
fwer  5  but  refer  to  the  fame,  which  anfwers  both  thefe 
two  points*. And  where  thay  allege,  "  That  we 

*  Vide  fupra,  p.  105—107. 

"  fhould 
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and  to  have    doubles  of  them.     To  this 

Elizabeth's   anfwer  was, "  Sjuhllk  de- 

*'  fire  her   Majefty  tbocbt  very  reafonabill^ 

"  and 

"  fliould  have  been  the  occafion  to  caufe  our  fon  fol- 
<c  low  his  father :"  that  calumny  may  ferve  as  a 
proof  of  the  reft ;  for  the  natural  love  of  a  mother 
towards  her  child  confounds  them  ;  and  the  great  care 
that  we  have  always  had  of  our  fon,  mows  how  fhame- 
fully  they  fet  forth  the  malice  of  their  hearts,  in  aflerting 
what,  in  their  confcience,  they  know  the  contrary  of; 
alfo  theteftimony  of  John  Maitland,  Prior  of  Colding- 
ham,  who  being  in  France  before  our  imprifonmenr, 
received  letters,  by  which  he  was  informed,  that  they 
intended  to  make  infurre&ion,  and  to  draw  the  people 
to  their  fide,  upon  three  different  pretexts  :  Firft,  To 
deliver  us  from  the  hands  of  the  Erie  ofBothwellj — 
Second,  To  revenge  our  hufband's  death  ;  — and  the 
third,  To  preferve  our  fon,  though  they  knew  we  had 
put  him  out  of  all  danger  in  the  Erie  of  Marr's  hands. 
And  their  aclions  fince  that  time  has  fufficiently  veri- 
fied Maitland's  information, — That  they  at  prefent 
fortifie  themfelves  in  our  fon's  name,  untill  their 
tyranny  fhall  be  better  eftablimed,  in  the  fame  manner 
as,  after  the  many  adls  of  our  bounty  conferred  on 
them,  they,  notwithftanding,  would  have  flain  both 

the 
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"  and  declared  hir  to  be  very  glaid  that 
"  her  guid  fifter  wald  mak  anfwer  in  that 
"  manner  for  defence  of  hir  honour;  and 
"  to  the  efTecl:  hir  Majefty  might  be  the 
"  better  advyfit  upon  thair  defyris,  and 
"  give  anfwer  thairto,  defyrit  ane  extract 
<c  of  the  faid  writing  *  to  be  given  to  hir 

the  mother  and  child,  when  he  was  in  our  womb,  and 
did  him  hurt  before  he  was  born  [in  the  aflaflination 
of  Rizio  in  her  prefence,  of  which  Morton  was  the 
ringleader]  ;  which  manifeftly  {hews,  .by  the  crimes 
which  they  have  formerly  committed  before  God  and 
man,  that  they  are  falfely  fet  againft  our  innocence. — > 
As  to  the  alleging,  "  That  the  eftates  found  us  un- 
*e  worthy  to  reign,  and  decerned  us  to  refign  the 
"  crown  to  our  fon  j"  it  is  anfwered,  That  they 
caufed  us  to  fubfcribe  our  demiffion  by  force  ;  and  that 
in  our  former  reply  at  York,  it  was  (hewn,  that  their 
pretended  aflembly  of  the  eflates  was  unlawful,  and 
againft  the  {landing  laws  of  the  realm  ;  to  which  the 
beft  and  greateft  part  of  the  nobility  was  againft,  and 
oppofed  the  fame  ;  protefting  to  add  to  this  anfwer,  as 
time,  place,  and  need,  {hall  require."  Cotton  Lib. 
Queen's  reg.  Goodall,  vol.  «.  p.  283.  285. 

Bolton,.  iQth  of  December  1568. 
*  z.  t.  The  Queen's  anfwer  to  the  accufation. 

u  Hienefs; 


MARY  S>necn  of  SCOTS.       141 

"  Hienefs  ;    whilk  the  faid  commiflloners 
u  did  on  the  morn  deliver  *." 

\Vith  regard  to  Murray's  accufation 
againft  Queen  Mary,  founded  on  the  rea- 
fons  and  arguments  therein  fet  forth  ;  her 
anfwer  thereto,  confuting  thefe  arguments, 
with  others  equally  ftrong,  is  fufficient,  by 
fhowing  the  improbability  of  their  charge  ; 
and  that  certain  of  the  accufers  themfelves 
were  the  authors,  inventors,  and  executors, 
of  her  huiband's  murder,  by  having  entered 
into  bonds  of  aflbciation  for  that  purpofe  j". 
So  far  the  accufations  of  both  parties 

againft 

*  Cotton  Lib.  Goodall,  vol.  ii.  p.  282. 

f   Vide  fupra,  p.  114. 

This  accufation  of  Murray  and  his  colleagues  feems 
not  to  have  fat  eafy  upon  Murray.  Lord  Lindfay,  one 
of  the  party,  a  hot,  violent  man,  who,  it  is  believed, 
was  not  concerned  in  Darnley's  murder,  is  fpirited  on 
by  Murray  arid  Morton  to  fend  a  challenge  to  Lord 
flerries,  one  of  Mary's  commiffioners,  upon  account 
of  the  above  accutation,  which  it  appears  was  not  meant 
for  him.  The  challenge  is  in  thefe  words  : 

LORB 
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againft  each  other  were  feemingly  equal- 
But  Murray  had,  in  fupport  of  his  charge, 
produced  certain  Writings,  Letters,  written, 

as 
LORD   HERRIES, 

I  am  informit,  that  ye  have  fpoken  and  affirmed, 
that  my  Lord  Regent's  Grace,  and  his  company  here 
prefent,  wer  giltie  of  the  abominabill  murther  of 
umquhile  the  King  our  Sovereign  Lord's  father.  GifF 
ye  have  fwa  fpoken,  ye  have  faid  untruly,  and  therein 
have  lyed  in  your  throte;  whiik  I  will  maintain,  God 
willing,  againft  you,  as  becoms  my  honour  and  duty; 
and  hereupon  I  defire  your  anfwer. 

Kingfton,  22  Dec.  1568.         PATRICK  LINDSAY, 

Lord  Herrles's  Anfwer. 

LORD  LINDSAY, 

1  have  feen  ane  writing  of  yours,  of  the  22  Decem- 
ber ;  and  thereby  underftands,— "  Ye  are  informed 
that  I  have  faid  and  affirmed,  that  the  Erie  of  Murray, 
whom  ye  call  your  Regent,  and  his  company,  are 
gilty  of  the  Queen's  hufband's  flaughter,  father  to  our 
Prince;  and  gift' I  faid  it,  I  lyed  in  my  throte;  whilk 
ye  will  maintain  agains  me,  as  becomes  you  of  honour 
and  duty. 

In  refpedt  they  have  accufit  the  Queen's  Majefly, 
mine  and  your  native  Sovereign,  of  that  foul  crime, 
far  by  the  duty  that  good  fubje6ls  ought  to  have  done 

to 


again/I  MARY  Htyeen  of  SCOTS.       143 

as  he  affirmed,  by  her  own  hand,  to  the 
Earl  of  Bothwell,  which  to  appearance 
proved  her  to  have  been  in  the  forknow- 
ledge  of  the  King's  murder.  What  anfwer, 
if  innocent,  could  (he  make  to  this  ?  This 
only  one,  furely,  which  flie  did  make, 
That  thefe  Letters  were  forged.  She  went 
further ;  fhe  aflerted,  that  her  accufers 
themfelves  were  the  forgers;  from  this 

to  thair  native  Sovereign, I  have  faid^  there  Is  of 

that  company  prefent  with  the  Erie  of  Murray,  giltic  of 
that  abominable  treafin,  in  the  foreknowlege  and  confent 
thereto.  That  ye  were  privie  to  it,  Lord  Lindfay,  I 
know  not  3  and  giff  ye  will  fay,  that  I  have  particularly 
fpoken  of  you,  ye  lyed  in  your  throte;  and  that  I  will 

defend,  us  of  my  honour  and  duty  becomes  me. 

But  let  any  of  the  principal}*  that  is  of  them  fubfcribe  the 
like  writing  you  have  fent  to  me^  and  I  fhall  point  them 
forth,  and  fight  with  fome  of  the  traitors  therein  :  for 
meted  it  is  that  traitors  fhould  pay  for  their  own 
treafon.  HERYS. 

London,  22  December  1568. 

As  Lord  Herries  was  known  to  be  a  man  of  ftricl: 
honour  and  great  bravery,  it  does  not  appear,  that 
Murray,  or  any  others  of  his  company,  called  upon 
him  for  an  explanation. 

presumptive 
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prefumptive  reafon,  That  it  was  a  fad:  well 
known,  that  fome  of  them  could  well  coun- 
terfeit her  hand-writing,  and  had  been  in 
the  practice  of  doing  fo  *.  She  therefore 
requefted,  that  ihe  might  fee  and  have  in- 
fpeclion  of  the  principal  Letters  themfelves, 
and  alfo  have  full  copies  of  them  delivered 
to  her ;  frbm  which  ihe  afferted,  that  fhe 
would  make  the  forgery  of  thofe  pretended 
Letters,  and  her  own  innocence,  clearly 
appear. 

In  the  Queen's  fituation,  let  me  afk  the 
moft  prejudiced  againft  her,  could  {he  have 
made  a  more  proper  anfvver  ?  Suppofe  a 
man  was  to  fwear  a  debt  againft  me,  and 
offered  to  prove  it  by  bond  or  bill  of  my 
hand-writing  ;  if  I  knew  this  bond  to  be  a 
falfe  writing,  wrhat  would  be  my  defence  ? 
Show  me  the  bond  itfelf,  and  I  will  prove 

*  One  glaring  inftance  of  their  pra&ice  in  this  way, 
We  {hall  fee,  in  a  letter  forged  in  her  name,  when  they 
fent  the  Queen  prifoner  to  Lochleven. 

it 


N 
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It  a  forgery.  If  he  withdrew  the  bond, 
and  refufed  to  let  me  fee  it,  what  would 
be  the  prefumption  ?  Surely,  that  the  bond 
was  forged,  and  that  the  ufer  was  himfelf 
the  forger. 

The  cafe  is  precifely  fimilar  to  the  point 
in  hand.  The  Queen,  we  have  feen> 
repeatedly  demands  to  fee  the  principal 
writings  themfelves,  which  fhe  aflerts  are 
forged,  Elizabeth  herfelf  fays,  the  demand 
is  moft  reafonable.  What  follows  ?  Is  this 
reafonable  demand  of  Mary  complied  with? 
Far  from  it  :  we  fliall  fee,  that,  fo  far  from 
feeing  or  having  infpedion  of  the  originals, 
even  copies  of  them  are  refufed  to  her  and 
her  commiffioners. 

On  the  yth  day  of  January  1569,  Lord 
Herries,  and  the  Bifhop  of  Rofs,  in  con- 
fequence  of  another  letter  from  Queen 
Mary,  which  they  produced,  "  pafled  to 
"  the  pre  fence  of  the  Quene's  Majeftie  of 
Ingland,  hir  Hienes's  counfall  being  alfwa 
VOL.  I,  L  "  pre- 


" 
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"  prefent,  and  declarir,  that  they  had  pre- 
"  fently  reflavit  writings  fra  the  Quene's 
"  Majeftie  cf  Scotland  thair  fovereigne,  be 
"  the  whilk  tbay  were  of  new  commandit  to 
"  fignifie  unto  hir  Majeftie,  that  fhe  wald 
"  anfwer  to  the  calumnious  accufation  of 
hir  fubjects,  and  alfwa  wald  accufe  them 
as  principall  authorrs,  mventaris,  and 
executoris,  of  that  deed  for  the  quhilk 
fhe  was  falfelie  accufit  be  thame,  con- 
"  form  to  the  writings  prefentit  of  before 
"  in  her  name;  and  thairfore  dejlrlt  the 
"  writings  produced  be  hir  inobedient 
"  fubjedts,  or  at  the  leqft  the  copies  thnirof^ 
<c  to  be  deliveret  unto  thame,  that  thair 
"  maiftrefs  might  fully  anfwer  thairto,  as 
<c  was  defyrit." 

"  And  the  Quene's  Majeftie  of  Ingland 
"  tuik  to  be  advyfit  th^i.rwith,  and  pro- 
"  mifed  to  give  anfwer  within  two  or  three 
"days*." 

*  Cotton  Lib.  Goodall,  vol.  ii.  p.  297. 

One 
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One  may  eafily  perceive,  that  if  Queen 
Elizabeth  had  truly  any  intention  that  a 
fair  trial  and  infpe£tion  of  the  Letters  fhould 
be  made,  and  to  hear  if  any  objections 
could  be  raifed  againft  them,  there  could 
be  no  reafon  for  hefitating  one  minute  on 
Mary's  repeated  fupplication  for  a  fight  of 
them,  or,  at  leaft,  to  have  copies  of  them 
delivered  to  her  ;  without  which  it  was 
impoffible  for  her,  or  any  perfon  whatever, 
to  make  a  proper  anfwer,  or  to  detecl:  the 
forgery.  But  it  was  the  very  oppofite  of 
Elizabeth's  fcheme  and  intention,  to  give 
way  to  a  fcrutiny  of  fuch  precious  mate- 
rials, the  darling  inPruments  of  her  refent- 
ment  againft  Mary,  which  perhaps  might 
invalidate  thofe  proofs,  and  blow  them  in 
the  air ;  the  confequence  of  which,  as  it 
would  have  been  a  moft  convincing  tefti- 
mony  of  Mary's  iunocence,  muft  neceflarily 
have  been  a  clear  proof,  at  the  fame  time, 
of  Murray  and  Morton's  guilt.  Elizabeth 
was  therefore  fully  determined  not  to  give 
L  3  ear 
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ear  to  thofe  demands.  The  fhift  £he  made 
life  of  to  avoid  this  pinching  queftion, 
{hows  her  perplexity  :  inftead  of  anfwering 
Mary's  requeft  to  fee  the  Letters,  Elizabeth 
immediately  after  makes  the  following  pro- 
pofal  to  Mary's  commiffioners,  yth  January 
1568-9:  "  That  it  were  beft  fomc  appoint- 
ment fuld  be  made  between  the  Quene  of 
Scotland,  hir  guid  fifter,  and  her  fub- 
jedis ;  and  to  the  effect  the  faid  Quene 
may  live  in  furetie  in  tyme  aiming,  and 
"  becaufe  it  has  bein  thought  that  fcho 
"  miflykit  hir  fubjedis,  throw  thair  evill 
"  behaviour  toward  hir,  and  thay  miflike 
"  alfo  hir  government'-;  it  femit  thairfoir 
§<  maifl  meit  and  convenient,  that  fcho,  as 
"  being  wearie  of  that  realme,  and  govern- 
"  ment  thairof,  fould  %ield  up  the  crown^ 
"  and  government  thairof^  and  demltt  the 
u  famin  infavotiris  of  hir  f one  the  Prince*  $. 
"  — and  fcho  in  the  mean  time  to  re- 

*  /,  e.  to  Elizabeth,  and  Murray  as  her  Vice-ge- 
renu 

"  main 
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u  main  in  this  realme  of  Ingland  privatlie, 
"  and  fo  the  country  fould  be  at  ane 
"  quyetnefs*." 

It  will  be  remembered,  that  when  Mary's 
commiffioners,  before  Murray  had  pro- 
duced the  Box  and  Letters,  propofed  an 
accommodation  between  the  parties,  then 
Elizabeth  had  told  them,  That  after  fuch 
accufation,  fhe  thought  it  inconfiftent  with 
her  fifter  Mary's  honour  and  innocence, 
to  have  the  matter  ended  by  appointment  f . 
The  reafon  for  Elizabeth's  altering  her  note 
at  this  period,  is  extremely  obvious* 

The  anfwer  made  by  Mary  to  this  pro- 
pofal  of  Elizabeth's,  was  fuch  as  a  high-born 
fpirit,  confcious  of  innocence  and  oppref- 
fion,  could  only  have  dictated :  "  I  am, 
"  determined  rather  to  die,  than  fub- 
"  rait  to  fuch  a  meafure ;  and  the  lafl 

*  Cotton  Lib.  Goodall,  vol/ii.  p.  300. 
f  Cotton  Lib.  Goodall,    vol.  ii.  p,  225. 

L  3  "  words 
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"  words  of  my  life  fliall  be,  as  Queen  of 
"  Scotland  *." 

The  firm  tone  in  which  Mary  exprefled 
herfelf  at  this  time,  arid  her  whole  beha- 
viour, fhow,  that  {he  fufficiently  under-. 
flood  Elizabeth's  fcheme,  and  that  impar- 
tiality was  not  to  be  expeded  from  her. 
She  was  determined,  notwithftanding,  to 
vindicate  her  innocence  ;  and  at  the  fame 
time  to  prove,  that  Murray,  Morton,  and 
Lethington,  whom  fhe  had  already  publicly 
accufed,  were  themfelves  the  devifers,  and 
fome  of  them  the  perpetrators,  cf  the  King's. 
murder. 

Either  of  thefe  points  was  inconfiftent 
with  Elizabeth's  plan  :  flie  had  fpirited  on 
Murray  and  his  aflbciates,  publicly  to 
charge  their  Sovereign  as  a  murderefs  and 


•  Je  fuis  refolue  et  delileree  fyluftojl  mourir,  que  de 
falre  ',  et  la  dernlere  parole  que  je  feral  en  ma  vie,  fera 
dl  une  Royne  d'Efcoffe.  Paper-office,  Goodall,  vol.  ii. 
p.  301. 

adulterefs. 
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adulterefs.  She  had  the  addrefs  to  get  in- 
to her  hands  what,  they  alleged,  amount- 
ed to  a  proof  of  their  charge.  Whether 
thefe  were  true  or  not,  the  world  would 
always  believe  them  true,  fo  long  as  they 
were  not  expofed,  and  found  to  be  fpu- 
rious.  It  was  therefore  high  time  now  to 
difmifs  Murray  and  his  party,  to  avoid 
any  difcuffion  of  their  evidence,  and  like- 
wife  to  baffle  the  attack  made  againft 
themfelves. 

Upon  the  nth  of  January  1569,  the 
commiffioners  on  both  fides  were  brought 
to  meet,  in  prefence  of  the  Englifh  Council, 
where  Secretary  Cecil,  in  Elizabeth's  name, 
"  declarit,  that  the  Erles  of  Murray,  Mor- 
"  ton,  and  thair  adherentis,  wer  licencit 
"  be  the  Quene's  Majeftie  to  depart  into 
"  Scotland.  And  becaufe  it  was  bruited 
"  and  fklaunderit  that  thay  wer  partici- 
"  pant  of  the  murthour  of  the  Quene's 
"  hufband, — thay  defirit  to  knaw,  quhe- 
w  ther  thay  wald  accufe  thame  in  the 
L  4  "  Quene's 
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"  Quene's     name,     or     in     thair     awia 


«  names*." 


The  anfwer  made  by  the  Queen's  com-> 
miflioners  to  this,  was,  That  by  a  fpecial 

*  Cotton  Lib.  Goodall,  vol.  ii.  p.  307. 
Devices  of  this  fort  have  often,  with  fuccefs,  been 
practifed,  to  fave  appearances,  and  to  conceal  inquiries 
from  the  public  view,  which  were  not  fo  convenient  to 
be  laid  open.     Thus,  to  give  an  inftance  from  modern 
hiftory,  in  the  year  1734,  when  a  petition  was  pre- 
fented  to  the  Houfe  of  Lords  by  the  Dukes  of  Hamil-* 
ton,  Queenfberry,  Montrofe,  and  many  other  Scotch; 
Peers,    complaining  of  undue  practices,    and  acts  of 
bribery  and  corruption,    ufed  in  bringing  about  the 
election  of  the  fixteen  Scotch  Peers  to  fit  in  Parliament 
the  preceding  year ;  and  praying,  That  an  inquiry  fhould 
be  made  into  the  fads  complained  of;  the  method  ufed 
on  that  occafion,  to  ftifle  fo  dangerous  an  inquiry  into 
thofe  dark  fcenes  of  iniquity,  was  an  order  of  the  houfe, 
That  before  any  inquiry  fhould  be  made,  the  petitioners 
(hould  give  in,  in  writing,  the  particular  inftances  of 
the  illegal  practices  complained  of,    and  likewife  the 
names  oftbeperfom  by  whom  fuch  practices  were  ufed  j 
that  is,  that  they  fhould  directly  accufe  fome  of  the 
higheft  perfons  then  in  power.     The  inquiry,  in  confe- 
quence,  was  dropped.     Vide  the  Protefts  of  the  Houfe 
pf  Lords,  February  1734. 

command 

n 
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command  of  their  Sovereign,  "  by  hir  let- 
"  teris  under  hir  fignet, — thay  were  ex- 
M  preflie  commandit  to  accufe  the  Erie  of 
"  Murray,  and  utheris  hi»  adherentis,  to 
"  be  principal  authouris,  inventaris,  doaris, 
14  and  fome  of  thame  proper  exequutouris 
"  of  the  murthour.  Conform  to  the  quhilk 
"  letteris,  thay  had  alreadie  publi&lie  ge- 
"  vin  in  thair  accufatioun  in  write, — and 
"  oflferit  thame  conftantlie  to  abide  thair- 
*•'  at,  in  thair  miftres's  name;  and  had 
"  offered  alfwa  to  defend  her  innocencie, 
u  and  to  anfwer  to  all  the  calumnies  al- 
<c  ledgit  or  producit  againis  hir,  fwa  being 
"  that  fcho  micht  have  the  copies  of  the 
"  pretendit  writtingis  gevin  in,  publiftlie 
"  or  privatlie,  againis  the  Quene  thair 
"  maiftres ;  quhilkis  thay  have  divers 
"  tymes  requirit  of  the  Queue's  Majeftie, 
"  and  hir  counfal,  fuppois  thay  have  not  as 
"  zit  obtenit  the  famen :  and  bow  fone 
"  that  thay  reffavit  the  copies  thairof, 
"  fcho  wald  anfwer  thairto,  in  defence  of 

"  hir 
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(t  hir  innocencie,  and  alfvva  particularlie 
'*  nominate  and  accufe  fuch  perfoms,  be- 
cc  ing  prefent  of  thair  cumpanie  *,  as 
**  wer  guiltie  *  of  that  murthour ;  and 
cc  wald  verifie  and  pruif  the  famen  fuf- 
«  ficientlie  t-" 

This  firmnefs  in  Queen  Mary's  minifters, 
In  infilling  even  to  have  copies  of  the  writ-* 
ings,  and  in  abiding  by  their  accufation 
of  Murray  and  Morton,  was  moft  irkfome 
to  Elizabeth  :  we  fhall  fee  fhe  immediately 
took  a  moft  effectual  way  to  cut  through 
this  troublefome  affair. 

The  very  next  day,  "  Upon  the  I2th 
"  day  of  January  1568-9,  the  Erie  of 

*  The  Queen  had  already  named  who  thefe  were. 
See  Lord  Scroop's  letter  to  Queen  Elizabeth  ;  where 
Queen  Mary  affirms,  "  That  both  Lidinton  and  the 
4t  Lord  Morton  were  acceffory  to  the  murtber  of  her  huf- 
*'  handy  as  it  could  be  proved^  although  now  they 
*'  would  feem  to  profecute  the  fame."  Goodall^  vd,  it, 
f.Jl. 

t  Cotton  Lib.  Goodall,  vol.  ii.  p.  308. 

"  Murray. 
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"  Murray,  and  all  his  adherentis,  came  to 
"  the  prefence  of  the  Quene's  Majeftie 
c<  of  Ingland,  and  gat  licence  to  depart 
"  into  Scotland  *." 

This  ftep  was  very  well  judged.  By 
difrnifling  thefe  gentlemen  with  their  Box 
and  Writings  f ,  it  deprived  for  ever  the 
Queen  or  her  friends  of  feeing  the  origi- 
nals. And  now,  as  to  giving  copies  of 
them,  a  new  device  is  tried,  in  order  to 
elude  even  that:  on  the  I3th  of  January, 
the  Bifhop  of  Rofs  and  Lord  Herries  are 
called  to  court,  and  acquainted  by  Cecil  J, 
"  That  hir  Majeftie,  Quene  Elifabeth,  will 
"  not  refuis  unto  the  Quene,  hir  guid 
"  fifter,  to  give  the  dowbillis  of  all  that 
"  was  producit;" — but  with  this  certifi- 
cation, "  that  fcho  will  have  a  fpecial 
^  writing  fent  be  the  Quene  of  Scottis, 

*  Cotton  Lib.     Goodall,  vol.  ii.  p.  309. 
f  Goodall,  vol.  ii.  p.  235. 
J  Ibid.  p.  310. 

"  fignet 
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ic  fignet  with  hir  awin  hand,  promifing 
"  that  fcho  will  anfwer  to  the  famin  writ- 
"  ingis  and  thingis  laid  to  her  charge, 
"  but  ony  exceptioun."  To  this  it  was 
anfwered  on  the  fpot  by  Mary's  minifters, 
That  what  Secretary  Cecil,  in  his  miftrefs's 
name,  now  required,  was  already  done, 
viz.  u  by  twa  feveral  writingis  fchawin 
cc  and  read  in  prefence  of  hir  Majeftie 
"  (Elizabeth)  arid  hir  counfal,  fubfcrivit 
"  with  hir  awin  hand,  and  under  hir  fig- 
"  net,  quhairof  the  extract  was  deliverit  to 
"  Quene  Elifabeth  hirfelf  *,  in  the  quhilk 
u  fcho  offerit  to  mak  anfwer  upon  certain 
<e  conditiounis  thairin  expremit,  fwa  be- 
u  ing  fcho  may  have  the  writingis,  or 
"  at  leift  the  copies  of  thame."  To  this 
anfwer  Secretary  Cecil  makes  no  reply. 
Indeed  no  good  one  could  be  made ;  nor 

*  Vide  Mary's  letter  from  Bowton,  igth  December 
^568,  fupra>  p.  134.  Goodall,  vol.  ii.  p.  285.  288. 
And  ditto  from  Bowton,  the  2d  January  1569, 
Goodall,  vol.  ii.  p.  298. 

is 
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is  it  poffible,  fuppofing  Queen  Elizabeth 
to  have  been  thoroughly  convinced  that 
thefe  Letters  were  genuine,  to  frame  the 
ifhadow  of  a  reafon  for  her  refufmg  to  give 
Mary  infpeclion  of  the  principal  Letters, 
and  copies  of  them.  The  intention  of  this 
laft  flrift,  was  only  to  put  fome  colour 
upon  a  flat  refufal  to  allow  Queen  Mary 
to  fee  either  the  principal  writings,  or  even 
copies  of  them.  Mary's  corfimifiioners 
took  hold  of  this  occafion  to  urge  an- 
other point,  viz.  a  complaint  in  their 
miftrefs's  name,  in  refpecT:  "  That  the  Erie 
"  of  Murray  and  his  adherentis,  quha 
have  been  publi&lie  accufit  be  the 
Quene, — wer  licenfit  be  the  Quene  of 
England  to  depart  the  realme  into  Scot- 
land, not  abiding  to  heir  the  defence  of 
the  Quene's  Hienes's  innocencie,  nor 
"  the  tryal  and  pruif  of  thair  detedtioun, 
"  quhilk  was  ofierit  to  pruif  thame  guiltie 
**  and  culpabil  of  the  famin  crime;  but 

"  thair 
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thair  being  fully  dimittit,  and  na  end 
put  unto  the  caufe,  it  appeirit  not  thair- 
for  meit  that  the  Quene  fould  mak  ony 
furder  anfwer,  lefs  nor  hir  faid  rebellis 
t  be  ftoppit,  to  remane  within  this  realme, 

"  until  the  time  that  the  trial  tak  end : 
and  gif  thay  wer  fufferit  to  depart,  de- 

"  firit  that  it  might  be  alfwa  leafum  to 
the  Quene,  thair  foverane,  and  hir  com- 

"  miffioners,  to  depart  into  Scotland,  for 
the  greit  inconvenience  micht  follow,  in 

"  cais  the  ane  part  wer  permittit  to  pafs  to 

<c  Scotland,  and  the  uther  detenit  within 
Inglarid  ;  and  the  inequality  of  dealing 

"  in  that  behalf  is  apparent." 

To  the  quhilk  it  was  anfwerit,  "  That 
"  the  Erie  of  Murray  has  promifit  to  the 
"  Quene's  Majeftie  of  Ingland,  for  him- 
"  felf  and  his  cumpanie,  to  return  agane 
"  quhenfoever  hir  Majeftie  fould  call  for 
"  him  or  thame ;  bot,  in  the  mean  tyme, 

"  the 
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"  the  Quene  of  Scotland,  thair  miftres, 
"  could  not  be  fuffered  to  depart,  for  di- 
"  vers  refpe£ts*."  Upon  this  refufal  of 
the  Queen's  liberty,  her  commiffioners  en- 
tered a  proteft. 

In  this  manner  did  Murray  and  Morton, 
with  their  Box  and  Letters,  withdraw  from, 
the  conferences  in  England.  What  after- 
wards became  of  the  Letters,  we  know  not. 
They  are  now  loft,  or  have  been  deftroyed, 
nobody  knows  how.  This  we  are  certain 
of,  and  have  feen,  that  Queen  Mary,  not- 
withftanding  her  frequent  aflertions,  that 
they  were  forged  by  her  accufers,  and  her 
repeated  earneft  fupplications,  both  under 
her  hand,  and  by  the  mouth  of  her  com- 
miffioners, to  fee  the  Letters,  to  anfwer 
them,  and  to  prove  the  forgery  upon  Mur- 
ray and  Morton,  could  not  prevail  in  ib 
reafonable  a  requeft.  And  to  her  dying 
hour,  thefe  very  Letters,  upon  which  only, 

*  Goodall,  vol.  ii.  p.  312. 

4  at 
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at  this  day,  her  enemies  pretend  to  found 
any  proof  of  her  guilt,  were  moft  induftri- 
oufly  hid  from  her>  and  at  laft  buried  for 
ever  in  the  fame  pit  of  darknefs  from  which 
they  at  firft  emerged. 

The  conferences  being  thus  finally  broke 
up,  it  may  be  proper  to  ihow  the  fenti- 
ments  of  Queen  Elizabeth  and  her  council 
with  regard  to  the  matters  that  had  been 
laid  before  them. 

Elizabeth's  vifible  partiality  in  every  ftep 
of  the  procedure,  her  determined  refolu- 
tion  not  to  hear  Mary  in  her  own  defence, 
and  the  palpable  fliifts  and  evafions  ufed 
to  prevent  her  from  feeing  the  Letters  pro- 
duced againft  her,  can  only  be  accounted 
for,  as  arifing  from  a  tacit  convi&ion, 
that  they  could  not  ftand  the  teft  of  a  fair 
fcrutiny. 

Before  Murray  and  his  aflbciates  got 
their  Hcenfe  to  depart  with  their  evidence, 

they 
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they  are  called  before  Queen  Eliza- 
beth's council,  where  Secretary  Cecil,  by 
his  Queen's  command^  thus  harangues 
them  : 

"  For  fa  much  as  there  has  been  nathing 
"  deducit  againft  them  (Murray  and  his 
"  party)  as  yet,  that  may  impair  their  ho- 
*'  nour  or  alledgeances  ;  and,  on  the  other 
<c  part,  there  had  been  nathing  fufficiently 
"  producit,  nor  fhawn  be  thame,  againis 
*c  the  Queen  thair  fovereignej  whereby  the 
<c  Queen  of  Ingland  fuld  conceive  or  tak 
"  ony  evil  opinion  of  the  Queen  her  guid 
<c  fifter  for  ony  thing  yet  feen  * ;  and  thair 
"  being  allegit  be  the  Erie  of  Murray  the 
"  unqueyit  ftate  and  diforder  of  the  realm 
"  of  Scotland  now  in  his  abfence,  hir  Ma- 
"  jefty  thinketh  meet  not  to  reftrain  his 

*  What  pretence,  then,  had  fhe  for  detaining  Queen 
Mary  one  moment  after  this  a  prifoner,  and  givjng 
fan&ion  to  Murray's  ufurpation  of  her  government  ? 

VOL.  I.  M  «  liberty, 
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"  liberty,    &c.    but   fufFers    him    to   de-* 
"  part*.*' 

Whatever  might  be  the  real  fentiments 
of  Queen  Elizabeth  in  this  matter,  it  ap- 
pears pretty  plain,  that  the  Lords  of  her 
council,  who  had  been  witnefles  to  the 
whole  procedure  in  thefe  conferences,  faw 
through  Elizabeth's  policy,  and  were  con- 
vinced of  Mary's  innocence.  My  autho- 
rity for  this,  is  an  incident  which  happened 
within  fome  months  after  the  breaking 
up  of  the  conferences ;  to]  wit,  the  pro- 
pofal  of  marriage  which  the  Duke  of  Nor- 
folk, no  lefs  eminent  Jfor  his  virtue  than 
his  rank,  being  the  firil  Peer  in  Eng- 
land at  that  time,  made  to  the  Scotch 
Queen.  To  this  it  may  be  objected,  That 
his  paffion,  and  the  advantages  which  he 
propofed  from  this  maLch,  might  have 
blinded  him,  or  made  him  fhut  his  eyes 


*  Goodall,  vol.  ii.  p,  305. 
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a'gainft  the  truth.  Yet  furely  this  was  not 
the  cafe  with  moft  of  the  Englifh  nobility 
who  efpoufed  this  fcheme  *,  and  particu- 
larly the  Earls  of  Arundel  and  Pembroke, 
and  the  Earl  of  Leicefter^  Queen  Eliza-* 
beth's  favourite,  who  wrote  and  figned  a 
letter  to  Queen  Mary,  warmly  recom- 
mending the  match,  and  promifing  to 
fupport  her  title  to  the  fucceffion  of  the 
Englifli  crown  after  the  death  of  Elizabeth. 
Thefe  Peers  had  all  of  them  been  in  Queen 
Elizabeth's  council,  and  had  feen  and  ex- 
amined with  their  own  eyes  the  whole 
evidence  produced  againft  Queen  Mary. 
I  leave  it  therefore  to  the  reader  to  decide, 

*  Dr.  Robertfon,  vol.  K  p.  501.  fays,  The  greater 
part  of  the  Englifli  Peers,  either  dire&lyor  tacitly,  ap- 
proved of  the  match  as  a  falutary  project ;  and  the 
Earls  of  Arundel,  Pembroke,  Leicefter,  and  Lord 
Lumjey,  fubfcribed  a  letter  to  the  Scotch  Queen, 
written  by  Leicefter's  hand,  warmly  recommending 
the  match. — Would  they  have  done  fo,  had  they  not 
been  convinced  o,f  her  innocence  ? 

M  2  if 
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if  fuch  would  have  been  the  conduct  of 
the  Englifli  nobility  in  fupport  of  Queer* 
Mary's  title  to  their  crown,  and  in  pro- 
moting her  marriage  with  a  perfon  of  the 
higheft  rank  in  the  kingdom,  had  they 
feen  convincing  proof,  from  this  pretend- 
ed evidence,  of  her  guilt  as  an  adulterefs 
and  murderefs, 

The  preceding  account  of  the  feveral 
fteps  of  the  conferences  relating  to  the  Let- 
ters, from  the  very  words  of  the  records 
themfelves,  is  fo  very  different  from  Mr* 
Hume's  relation,  in  his  Hiflory^that  I  think 
k  incumbent  upon  me,  in  juftice  to  the 
public,  to  fet  down  an^bftracT:  of  his  ac- 
count :  fo  that,,  upon  a  comparifon,  the 
impartial  reader  may,  from  his  own  eye- 
fight,  judge  how  far  that  author  has  been 
directed  by  certain  evidence,  or  prejudice^ 
againft  the  unfortunate  Queen  Mary,  in  his- 
reprefentation  of  this  affair. 

«  Wbea 


againjl  MARY  ^u.ecn  of  SCOTS. 

**  When  the  charge  (fays  Mr.  Hume)  or 
"  accufation  againft  Mary  was  given  in, 
a  and  copies  of  it  tranfmitted  to  the  Bifhop 
"  of  Rofs,  Lord  Herries,  and  the  reft  of 
"  Mary's  •commiffioners,  they  abfolutely 
*c  refufed  to  return  any  arifwer;  and  they 
"  grounded  their  filence  on  very  extraor- 
<c  dinary  reafons:  They  had  orders,  they 
"  faid,  from  their  miftrefs,  if  any  thing 
<c  was  advanced  that  might  touch  her  ho- 
"  nour,  not  to  make  any  defence,  as  fhe 
*c  was  a  fovereign  princefs,  and  could  not 
<c  be  fubjecl:  to  any  tribunal ;  and  they 
"  required,  that  ihe  fhould  previoufly  be 
<c  admitted  to  Elizabeth's  prefence,  to 
4C  whom,  and  to  whom  alone,  fhe  was 
44  determined  to  juftify  her  innocence : 
*c  They  forgot  that  the  conferences  were  at 
<c  firft  begun,  and  were  flill  continued, 
"  with  no  other  view  than  to  clear  Her 
"  from  the  accufations  of  her  enemies; 
"  that  Elizabeth  had  ever  pretended  to  en- 
*'  ter  into  them  only  as  her  friend^  by  her 
M  3  "  own 
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own  confentj  not  as  affuming  any  fu- 
perior  jurifdidion  over  her;  that  that 
princefs  had  from  the  beginning  refufed 
*c  to  admit  her  to  her  prefence,  till  {he 
<c  mould  clear  herfelf  of  the  crimes  im- 
<c  puted  to  her  ;  that  fhe  had  therefore  dif- 
"  covered  no  new  figns  of  partiality  by  her 
"  perfeverance  in  that  refolution  ;  and 
"  that  though  flue  had  granted  an  audience 
cc  to  the  Earl  of  Murray  and  his  colleagues, 
"  ffye  had  previoufly  conferred  the  fame 
"  honour  on  Mary's  commiflioners ;  and 
"  her  conduct  was  fo  far  entirely  equal  to 
"  both  parties." 

Jt  is  ftrange  to  fee  how  prejudice  has 
carried  our  author  fo  far  as  to  fay,  that 
Elizabeth's  conduct  was  entirely  equal  to 
both  parties.  —  Has  he  really  forgot  the 
fituation  of  the  parties  at  this  time  ?  arid 
that  while  Murray  and  Morton,  the  ac-? 
cufers,  were  prefent  at  thefe  conferences, 
fupporting  their  accufation^  and  incitofl  ta 

it 
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it  and  carefled  by  the  judge,  the  accufed 
perfon,  the  unfortunate  Queen,  was  not 
allowed  to  be  prefent,  to  defend  herfelf ;  to 
fee  either  her  judge,  her  accufers,  or  the 
evidence  which  they  produced  againft  her ; 
but  was,  during  the  whole  time  of  this 
ftrange  trial,  confined  in  a  diftant  prifon  ? 


u 
cc 
cc 


As  the  Queen  of  Scots  (continues  Mr. 
Hume)  refufed  to  give  In  any  anfouer 
to  Murray's  charge,  the  necefiary  con- 
"  fequence  feemed  to  be,  that  there  could 
"  be  no  farther  proceedings  in  the  trial  *." 
•* — The  fact  however  is  not  fo.  The  con- 
ferences, as  we  have  feen,  did  proceed, 
and  Queen  Mary  did  give  in  an  anfwer, 
which  we  have  recited  above  (p.  138.).  If, 
therefore,  the  breaking  off  the  trial  feemed 
to  be  a  neceffary  cortfequence  of  Mary's 
refufmg  to  anfwer,  how,  let  me  afk,  came 
Elizabeth,  notwithftanding,  to  proceed  in 

*  Hume,  vol.  ii,  p.  496. 

M  4  the 
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the  trial,  in  abfence  of  both  Mary  and 
her  commiffioners  ?  Was  not  this  the 
height  of  partiality,  in  this  pretended  friend 
of  Mary,  to  hear  her  enemies  by  them- 
felves,  or  to  receive  any  thing  from  their 
hands  as  fufficient  proof  againft  her,  upon 
their  word  only  ?  And  when  me  did  fo, 
ought  me  not,  in  common  juftice,  to  have 
communicated  the  fame  to  Mary  ? — But  to 
go  on  with  our  author's  account : 

1  Elizabeth  and  her  minifter,s  "  defired  to 
"  have  in  their  hands  the  proofs  of  her 
"  guilt.  —  Murray  made  no  difficulty  in 
"  producing  the  proofs  of  his  charge 
c  againft  the  Queen  of  Scots,  and,  among 
"  the  reft,  fome  love  letters  and  fonnets  of 
"  hers  to  Bothwell,  wrote  all  in  her  own 
"  hand,  and  two  promifes  of  marriage  to 

"  him. They  contained  inconteftable 

proofs  of  Mary's  criminal  correfpond- 
ence  with  Bothwell,  of  her  confent  to 
the  King's  murder,  and  of  her  concur- 

"  rence 


" 
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**  rence  in  that  rape  which  Bothwell  pre- 
**•  tended  to  commit  upon  her.  Murray 
*c  fortified  this  evidence,  by  fome  tefti- 
*'  monies  of  correfpondent  fads ;  and  he 
"  added,  fome  time  after,  the  dying  con- 
*'  feffion  of  one  Hubert,  or  French  Paris, 
"  a  fervant  of  the  Earl  of  Bothwell,  'who 
*'  had  been  executed  for  the  King's  murder, 
"  and  who  direftly  charged  the  Queen 
(<  with  her  being  acceflbry  to  that  criminal 
"  enterprife  *." 

Would  not  any  one  believe  from  this  ac- 
count, that  Hubert  had  been  hanged  before 
the  time  here  fpoken  of  by  Mr.  Hume,  and 
that  his  confeffion  had  been  produced  during 
the  conferences  ?  and  yet  we  have  feen  that 
Hubert  was  alive  all  the  time  of  the  confer- 
ences, and  no  confeffion  from  him,  nor  the 
leaft  mention  made  of  his  name. 

"  Mary's  commiffioners  (continues  our 
*'  author)  had  ufed  every  expedient  to 

•f  flume,  vol.  ii.  p.  497.  firft  quarto  edition. 

"  ward 
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"  ward  this  blow,  which  they  faw  coming 

*c  upon  them. And  finding  that  the 

**  Englifh  commiffioners  were  ftill  deter- 

"  mined  to  proceed  in  the  method  which 

u  had  been  projected,  they  finally  broke  off 

"  the  conferences,  and  never  would  make 

"  any  reply.      Thefe  papers  have  all  of 

"  them  been  fince  published.      The  ob- 

<c  jedions  made  to  their  validity  are,  in  ge- 

"  neral,  of  fmall  force :  but  were  they  ever 

"  fo  {pecious,  they  cannot  now  be  heark- 

<c  ened  to,  fince  Mary,  at  the  time  when  the 

"  truth  could  have  been  fully  cleared,  dids 

"  in    effect,    ratify   the    evidence   againft 

"  her,    by  recoiling  from  the  inquiry  at 

a  the  very  critical  moment,   and  refujtng 

fc  to  give  any  anfwer  to  the  accufation  of 

ct  her  enemies*." 

In  anfwer  to  this,  I  refer  the  reader  to 
the  foregoing  abftracl:  of  the  procedure  in 
the  conferences,  from  which  he  will  judge 

*  Hume-j  vol.  ii.  p.  498. 
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what  candour  the  hiftorian  has  fo  po-r 
fitively  afferted,  that  Queen  Mary  abfolutely 
refufed  to  give  in  any  anfwer  to  Murray's 
accufation  and  evidence  ;  and  that  her  com- 
miffioners  finally  broke  off  the  conferences, 
and  never  would  make  any  reply. 

On  the  contrary,  we  have  feen,  that 
Queen  Mary  did  actually  give  in  an  an- 
fwer to  Murray's  accufation,  which  we 
have  given,  at  p.  138.  And  as  to  theLet- 
ters-j  and  other  evidence,  which  wrere  given 
in  againft  her,  it  was  fimply  impoffible 
that  fhe  could  anfwer  particularly  to  them, 
without  feeing  them,.  It  ftands  proved,  by 
the  Queen's  letters,  and  every  paper  de- 
livered in  by  her  com  miffioners  to  Queen 
Elizabeth,  from  the  25th  of  December 
1568,  to  the  1 3th  of  January  following, 
that  fhe  declared  her  refolution  to  anfwer 
particularly  to  them.  And  as  a  neceflary 
ftep  to  that,  fhe  nioft  earneftly  folicited 
$hat  fhe,  or  her  friends,  might  be  allowed 

id 
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to  infpecl  the  pretended  evidence^  and  to  have 
a  copy  of  the  fame  :  Both  which  requefts 
were  refufed  to  her. 

Thus  the  account  given  by  the  hiftorian 
of  Queen  Mary's  conduct  ftands  plainly 
contradi&ed  by  the  words  of  the  records, 
which,  it  appears,  he  himfelf  has  perufed. 
At  the  fame  time  it  is  eafy  to  perceive  the 
jevafive  apology  that  our  author  pretends  to 
make  for  this  fo  ftrange  a  detail,  viz.  iy?, 
That  Mary  had  infifted  to  confront,  per- 
fonally,  Murray  and  Morton,  her  accufers, 
in  prefence  of  Elizabeth,  the  whole  Engliih 
nobility,  and  foreign  ambafladors  ;  which 
Mr,  Hume  is  pleafed  to  fay  was  fuch  a  re- 
.quefl  as  could  not  be  granted  *.  How  fo  ? 
was  it  impoflible,  or  even  unreafonable  ? 
On  the  contrary,  we  apprehend  it  was 
moft  juft,  and  even  neceffary  f .  But  let 

*  Hiflory  of  England,  vol.  ii.  p.  501. 

f  Dr.   Robertfon   more   candidly  allows,   that  the 
refufal    of  Mary's  jequeft   was   partial   and    unjuft; 

)  vol.  /'.  />.  413. 

US 
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us  for  once  fuppofe  it  was  unreafonable. 
Was  this  a  good  reafon  for  refufing  to  give 
Queen  Mary  a  fight  of  the  evidence  pro- 
duced againft  her?  and  while  Elizabeth 
unjuftly  refufed  this  demand,  did  me  not 
put  it  beyond  Mary's  power  to  make  any 
other  anfwer  than  what  fhe  did  ? 


9  Says  our  author,  Mary's  requeft 
being  refufed,  her  commiffioners  had  pro- 
tefted  againft  all  further  procedure,  on  the 
9th  of  December.  The  conferences,  there- 
fore, according  to  Mr.  Hume,  were  from 
that  minute,  as  he  has  faid  above,  finally 
broke  off.  But  this  is  a  pitiful  fhift,  in 
which  our  author  has  followed  Anderfon, 
who  purpofely  breaks  off  his  colledions, 
and  gives  us  no  more  of  the  proceedings 
of  the  Englifh  Council  after  the  i6th  of 
December  1568  *.  Let  me  afk,  What  was 
the  bafis  of  thefe  conferences,  and  the  de- 

*  Anderfon,   vol.  iv.    p.  179.  as  we  have  already 
obferved,  p.  136, 

8  fign 
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fign  of  the  parties  by  entering  into  them  ? 
Mr.  Hume  himfelf  has  told  us  above,  that 
the  conferences  were  at  firft  begun,  and 
were  flill  continued,  with  no  other  view 
than  to  clear  Mary  from  the  accufations 
of  her  enemies :  "  Elizabeth,"  fays  he, 
"  had  only  entered  into  them  as  her  friend^ 
ic  by  her  own  confent^  not  afluming  any 
"  jurifdidlion  over  her."  This  I  agree  was 
truly  the  footing  the  conferences  were  on : 
Mary  demands  to  be  heard  perfonally 
upon  her  defence  ;  to  confront  and  inter- 
rogate her  aceufers :  a  demand,  I  prefume, 
equally  juft  and  necefTary.  Elizabeth 
refufes  it.  Mary's  commiffioners,  on  fo 
manifeft  a  partially,  proteft  againft  all 
future  procedure  in  the  matter.  What 
follows  ?  Let  me  afk,  Do  the  conferences 
finally  break  up,  as  Mr.  Hume  has  aflert- 
ed  ?  No ;  it  is  quite  otherwife.  On  the 
1 6th  of  December  1568,  Elizabeth  "  wald 
u  not  be  content  that  ony  of  thanxe  (the 
u  Scots  commiffioners)  fhould  depart  into 

'"Scotland 
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"  Scotland  before  the  end  of  this  confer-* 
"  ence  V  She  allowed  Murray  and  his 
aflbciates  to  proceed,  and  produce  the 
proof  of  their  accufation ;  and,  twelve 
days  after  the  proteft,  me  wrote  to  Mary, 
and  advifed  her  to  make  anfwer  f.  This 
Mary  had  determined  to  do,  before  the 
date  of  Elizabeth's  letter  of  the  21  ft  of  De- 
cember ;  and  had  already  written  her  re- 
folution  to  her  commiffioners,  on  the  191!! 
of  that  month,  to  have  infpeftion  of  Mur- 
ray's proof,  "  and  doubles  of  all  they  have 
cc  produced ;  and  that  we  may  fee  the  allegit 
"  principall  writings  producit ;  and,  with 
"  God's  grace,  we  fall  make  fie  anfwer 
u  thairto,  that  our  innocence  ihall  appear," 
and  their  guilt,  "  fwa  that  we  may  have 
"  our  good  filter's  prefence,  as  our  adver- 
"  faries  have  had  J."  It  is  plain,  there- 

*  Goodall,  vol.  ii.  p.  269. 

f  Anderfon,    vol.  iv.    p.   179.      Goodall,    vol.  ii. 
p.  269. 

J  Cotton  Lib.     Goodall,  vol.  ii.  p.  289. 

fore, 
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fore,  that  as  the  conferences  were  entire!/ 
founded  on  the  confent  of  parties,  allow- 
ing that  Mary's  commiffioners,  or  that 
even  fhe  herfelf,  had  broke  them  off,  yet 
as  Murray  and  his  aflbciates,  on  their  part, 
were  ftill  going  on  before  the  Englifh 
Council,  it  was  ftill  in  Mary's  power  to 
refume  her  defence,  as  Elizabeth  herfelf 
defired  fhe  fhould  do ;  and  which  fhe  did 
accordingly,  in  the  ftrongeft  manner,  by 
letters  under  her  hand  and  fignet* 

Upon  the  whole,  I  leave  it  to  every  im- 
partial perfon  to  judge,  with  what  juftice 
our  hiftorian  has  given  fenteiice  in  favour 
of  the  evidence  againft  Queen  Mary,  and 
to  make  his  own  refledions.  At  the  fame 
time,  I  think  myfelf  entitled  to  lay  hold  of 
the  gentleman's  own  argument,'  and  turn 
it  againft  himfelf,  by  maintaining,  That 
Queen  Elizabeth,  l>y  refufing  to  Mary  and 
her  commiffioners  infpe&ion  of  the  evi- 
dence againft  her,  or  to  give  fo  much  as  a 

copy 
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copy  of  the  Letters,  "  did  recoil  from  the 
"  inquiry  at  the  very  critical  minute  when 
"  a  fcrutiny  was  demanded  of  that  evidence, 
"  and  when  the  truth  could  have  been  fully 
"  cleared  ;  and  therefore  has  ratified  every 
"  argument  and  proof  of  forgery  that  is  now 
"  brought  againft  them ;" — and,  in  fine, 
has  left  an  indelible  ftain  upon  the  juftice  of 
the  whole  procedure  in  that  affair. 


VOL.  I,  N 
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CHAP.      II. 

AbJlraftofMr.  Goodalfs  Arguments  ,  proving 
the  Letters  to  befpurious;  —  Dr.  Robertfon 
and  Mr.  Hume's  Objections  to  GoodalFs 
Proof  \  —  Critical  Obfervations  on  thefe 
Author  s^  and  Anfwers  to  the  Objections. 


'T^HE  conferences  in  England  being 
ended,  the  original  Letters,  faid  to 
have  been  written  by  the  Queen  to  the  Earl 
of  Bothwell,  were  never  afterwards  ex- 
pofed  to  light.  Queen  Elizabeth  having 
attained  the  double  **nd,  of  blackening 
Queen  Mary,  and  fecuring  the  depend- 
ency of  Murray's  faction,  broke  off  all  fur- 
ther inquiry.  That  copies  of  the  Letters 
were  foon  after  fpread  abroad,  is  notorious. 
After  being  in  the  hands  of  Elizabeth  and 
her  Council,  whofe  great  aim,  through  the 
courfe  of  their  proceedings,  as  has  been 

fhown, 
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fliown,  was  to  load  Mary  with  the  crimes 
imputed  to  her  by  her  rebellious  fubjects, 
to  countenance  and  fupport  them  in  their 
ufurpation,  and  to  give  a  fpecious  pretence 
for  detaining  that  Princefs  a  prifoner  in 
England  ;  it  will  fcarcely  be  imagined,  that 
Elizabeth  would  lofe  the  fruit  of  her  labour, 
which  fhe  had,  by  fo  much  induftry  and 
care,  brought  to  maturity,  by  keeping 
locked  up  from  the  public  thofe  pretended 
evidences  of  Mary's  guilt,  her  Love  Letters 
and  Sonnets. 

The  originals  produced  were  written  in 
French,  a  language  then  as  generally  under- 
flood  at  the  court  of  England  as  it  is  at 
this  day*  What  a  fund  this  of  court-fcan- 
dal !  how  delicious  to  Elizabeth,  to  mor- 
tify fo  hated  a  rival  to  her  genius,  to  her 
beauty,  to  her  kingdom  !  It  will  obvioufly 
occur,  that  Mary','  by  this  time,  when  thofe 
Letters  were  in  every  body's  hands,  might 
eafily  have  procured  copies,  and  made  an- 
N  2  fwer 
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fwer  to  them.  I  own  it  is  not  to  be 
doubted  but  fhe  muft  have  got  copies  of 
them ;  but,  as  has  been  already  obferved, 
a  forgery  cannot  be  detected  from  a  copy, 
and  the  infpedtion  of  the  originals  had 
conftantly  been  refufed  to  her.  What  an- 
fwer  then  could  fhe  make  ?  An  anfwer, 
however,  fhe  did  make.  The  Bifhop  of 
Rofs,  the  very  fame  year  1569,  publiihed 
her  defence  *. 

As  to  the  Letters,  they  are  afferted  to  be 
forged  ;  and  that  it  was  notorioufly  known, 
that  perfons  about  the  Queen  had  often 
been  in  the  practice  of  forging  letters  in 
her  name ; — that  they^  had  neither  date, 
addrefs,  feal,  nor  fubfcription ; — that,  as 
what  was  faid  to  be  the  originals  had  only 
been  collated  by  the  Queen's  accufers  and 
enemies,  there  was  no  proof  that  they 

were  of  her  hand-writihg, The  per- 

fon  (fays  the  Bifhop)  who  was  furmifed  tQ 

*  Anderfon,  vol.  i.  part  ii.  preface,  p.  v. 

be 
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be  the  bearer  (Nicholas  Hubert,  or  French 
Paris),  "  at  the  time  of  his  execution,  took 
"  it  upon  his  death,  as  he  fhould  anfwer 
"  before  God,  that  he  never  carried  any 
"  fuch  Letter,  nor  that  the  Queen  was  par- 
"  ticipant,  nor  of  council  in  the  caufe  *." 
We  fee  then,  that  though  the  Queen  was 
denied  a  fight  of  the  original  Letters ;  yet, 
under  that  difad vantage,  ihe  made  as  good 
an  anfwer  as  it  was  poffible  for  an  inno- 
cent perfon  in  her  circumftances  to  have 
done. 

There  is  no  mention  made  of  the  Letters 
after  this,  until  the  year  1571,  when  Bu- 
chanan publifhed  his  libel,  intitled,  De- 
teftio  Maria  'Regln^e^  which  at  the  fame 
time  was  publiftied  in  the  Scottifla  dialed. 
Secretary  Cecil  immediately  took  care  to 
have  it  printed  in  England  that  fame  year 
1571.  The  Latin  copy  had  affixed  to  it 
the  firft  three  Letters  of  Mary  only,  tranf- 

*  Andcrfon,  vol.  i.  part  ii.  p.  19. 

N  3  lated 
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lated  by  Buchanan  into  that  language  ;  and 
the  Scottifh  copy  contained  eight  Letters 
and  certain  Love-verfes  *. 

In  the  beginning  of  the  year  1572,  at 
the  time  of  the  Duke  of  Norfolk's  trial,  a 
French  tranflation  of  Buchanan's  Detection 
was  printed  at  London,  to  which  were 
fubjoined  feven  of  thefe  French  Letters, 
and  the  Love-fonnets  in  verfe.  The  title- 
page  bears,  that  it  was  printed  a  Edinburg 
le  13  de  Fevrier  1 57 '2 ,  par  Thomas  Walt  am. 
But  there  never  was  a  printer  in  Scotland 
of  that  name. 

The  original  Letters  themfelves,  with  the 
filver  Box,  which  were  delivered  back  to 
Morton,  being  long  ago  loft,  this  French 

-  *  Vide  Alexander  Hay's  letter  to  John  Knox,  dated 
the  I4th  December  1571  ;  and  an  anonymous  letter, 
published  at  that  time  in  England,  to  give  credit  to 

Buchanan's  book  ;    Goodall,  vol.  ii.  p.  371.  377. 

Vide  alfo  a  letter  from  Cecil  to  Walfingham  in  Digges's 
AmbafTador,  p.  151.5  Goodall,  vol.  i.  p.  106. 

copy 
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copy  of  the  Letters,  publifhed  recently  after 
their  appearance  at  the  Englifh  court,  has, 
now  for  thefe  two  hundred  years,  been 
looked  upon  by  all  parties  as  a  true  copy 
of  the  originals,  and  pafled  feveral  editions 
as  fuch. 

The  late  learned  Mr.  Walter  Goodall, 
keeper  of  the  Advocates'  library  at  Edin- 
burgh, who  had  made  it  his  ftudy  to  col- 
led: materials  for  the  hiftory  of  thofe  times> 
fome  years  ago  publifhed  a  critical  exami- 
nation of  the  Letters.  By  comparing  the 
three  different  copies  of  them  together,  he 
has,  with  great  acutenefs,  fhown,  that 
thefe  pretended  Letters,  faid  to  be  written 
in  French  by  Queen  Mary  to  the  Earl  of 
Bothwell,  muft  be  fpurious.  His  argu- 
ments may  be  reduced  to  this  fhort  propo- 
fition. 

The  Letters  faid  to  be  written  in  French 

by  the  Queen,  as  now  extant,  have,  by  all 

N  4  parties. 
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parties,  been  held  for  true  copies  of  the 
originals  produced  by  Morton,  and  have, 
down  to  this  time,  pafled  uncontefted  as 
fuch. 

Buchanan,  the  confident  of  Murray  and 
Morton,  who  attended  them  both  at  York 
and  London,  had  the  Letters  in  his  cufto'dy, 
and  was  fo  much  matter  of  their  contents, 
that  he  was  employed  by  Murray  to  fhow 
and  explain  them  to  the  Englifh  commif- 
fioners  at  York,  and  tranflated  the  three 
firft  of  them  into  Latin. 

If  then  it  can  be  fhown,  that,  inftead  of 
the  French  being  the  originals,  the  Scotch 
copies  are  the  true  originals,  and  that  the 
French  are  apparently  tranflations  from 
Buchanan's  Latin,  the  conclufion  fairly 
follows,  that  thefe  French  pretended  ori- 
ginals, faid  to  have  been  written  by  Queen 
Mary,  are  fpurious.  This  Mr.  Goodall 
has  done, 

By 
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By  comparing  the  Letters,  as  they  {land 
in  the  three  different  languages,  he  has,  to 
a  demonftration,  fhown,  that,  inftead  of 
the  Scotch  and  Latin  being  tranflated  from 
the  French  originals,  thefe  laft  are  palpa- 
bly a  verfion  from  the  Latin,  and  the 
Latin  again  a  verfion  from  the  Scotch. 
The  Scotch  is  apparently  original :  the 
thoughts  therein  are  naturally  aa.d  fenten- 
tioufly  turned,  and  it  abounds  in  phrafes 
and  proverbs  peculiar  to  that  language. 
Thefe  are  fervilely  expreffed  in  the 
Latin,  and  fometimes  erroneoufly :  and  as 
often  as  that  happens,  the  French  always 
follows  thefe  errors  of  the  Latin.  I  fhall  not 
tire  my  reader  with  going  through  all  Mr. 
Goodall's  ingenious  remarks  ;  I  fhall  only 
quote  two  or  three  examples  from  the  firft 
Letter  *,  and  refer  to  his  book  for  the  reft. 

I.  The    Scotch  copy  fays  proverbially, 
m  Letter  firft,  "  Thair's  na  receipt"  (mean- 

*  Goodall,  vol.  ii.  p.  I. 

ing 
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Ing  a  medical  prefcripticn}  "  can  ferve 
tt  againis  feir*"  The  Latin  has,  "  Nullam 
u  adverfus  timorem  effe  medicinam."  And 
the  French  is,  "  Qu'il  n'y  avoit  point  de 
"  remede  contre  la  crainte." 

2.  Scotch,  "  Ye  have  fair  going  to  fee 
**  feik  folk."     Another  proverbial  faying. 

The  Latin  tranflator  has  here  committed 

no  lefs  than  two  blunders  ;    he  miftook  the 

word  fair  (or  fore)  for  fair,  and  the  word 

feik  for  fie  (or  fuch),    and  has  tranflated 

them  both  erroneoufly  in  the  laft  fenfe : 

"  Bella  hujufmodi  hominum  vifitatio." 

And  the  French  copies  him  thus :  "  Voyla 
ct  une  belle  vifitation  de  telles  gens.1' 

3.  The  Queen  is  made  to  fay,  That  flic 
was  going  to  feek  her  reft  till  to-morrow, 
«  quhen"  (fays  (he)  "  I  fall  end  my  bybitt* 
in  place  of  her  bylle  (or  bill),  a  word  ufed 

commonly 
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commonly  at  that  time  for  any  fort  of 
writing.  The  tranfcriber,  from  the  refem- 
blance  of  the  two  words,  made  it  bybill. 
The  Latin  follows  him  in  this  abfurdity: 
"  Ego  eo  ut  meam  quietem  inveniam  in 
"  craftinum,  ut  turn  mea  biblia  finiam." 
And  the  French  follows  him  thus :  "  Je 
fc  m'en  vay  pour  trouver  mon  repos  jufques 
*c  au  lendemain,  afin  que  je  finifle  icy  ma 
«  bible:9 

4.  The  Queen  is  made  to  fay,  "  I  am  irkit, 
"  and  going  to  fleep."  From  the  fimilarity 
of  the  words,  the  tranfcriber  has  wrote  na- 
kit  (i.  e.  naked)  in  place  of  irkit.  Which 
is  tranflated  in  the  Latin,  "  Ego  nudata 
"  fum ;"  and  the  fervile  Frenchman  again 
tranflates  it,  "  Je  fuis  toutc  nue"  "  I  am 
"  quite  naked."  We  muft  believe  the 
Queen  to  have  been  of  a  very  warm  com- 
plexion indeed,  to  be  thus  writing  her  Love- 
Letter  ftark  naked  in  the  month  of  January 
in  Scotland. 

Thefe 
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Thefe  are  only  a  few  of  many  fuch  pal- 
pable inftances  difcovered  by  Mr.  Goodall, 
whereby  he  has  proved  undeniably,  that 
the  prefent  French  Letters,  inftead  of  being 
the  originals,  are,  to  a  demonftration,  tranf- 
lations  from  Buchanan's  Latin,  and  thefe 
again  verfions  from  the  Scotch  copies  of  the 
Letters.  This  he  has  made  fo  evident,  that 
Mr.  Hume,  and  likewife  Dr.  Robertfon,  in 
the  Diflertation  on  the  murder  of  King 
Henry  Darnley,  annexed  to  his  Hiftory, 
who  both  labour  to  vindicate  the  authen- 
ticity of  the  French  Letters  produced  by 
Murray  and  Morton,  have  been  obliged 
fairly  to  acknowledge  *,  that  the  French 
Letters  now  extant,  are  palpable  tranflations 
from  Buchanan's  Latin  and  Scotch  copies 
of  thefe  Letters  :  a  conceflion  the  more  re- 
markable, that  it  was  never  made  before  by 
any  individual  on  their  fide  of  the  queftion, 
the  prefent  French  copy  being  always  held 
to  be  the  original  from  the  year  1572,  until 

*  Hume,  vol.  ii.  p.  499.     Robertfon,  vol.  ii.  p,  7.5. 

the 
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the  day  that  Mr.  Goodall  publifhed  his  de- 
teflon  of  this  pretended  original,  and  ex- 
pofed  the  impofture. 

Mr.  Hume,  and  his  ingenious  friend  the 
Author  of  the  Diflertation,  affe£t  to  make 
light  of  this  difcovery  of  Mr.  Goodall,  and 
endeavour  to  evade  the  force  of  it,  in  the 
following  manner.  The  original  Letters 
(fay  they)  are  now  loft,  and  we  know  no- 
thing of  them.  I  ihall  cite  Dr.  Robertfon's 
words,  in  his  anfwer  to  Mr.  Goodall :  "  AH 
"  this  author's  (Goodall's)  premifes  may 
"be  granted,  and  yet  his  conclufions  will 
"  not  follow,  unlefs  he  likewife  prove, 
"  that  the  French  Letters,  as  we  now  have 
"  them,  are  a  true  copy  of  thofe  which 
"  were  produced  by  Murray  and  his  party 
"  in  the  Scots  parliament,  and  at  York 
"  and  Weftminfcer:  but  this  he  has  not 
"  attempted*."  Mr.  Goodall  is  obliged 
to  Dr.  Robertfon  for  having  done  it  for 

*  Robertfon,  vol.  ii.     Diflertation,  p.  25.     . 
8  him 
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him  in  his  Diflertation,  by  fairly  acknow- 
ledging, "  that  Buchanan  made  his  tranfla- 
"  tion,  not  from  the  French,  but  from  the 
"  Scotch  copy  *."  Is  not  this  downright 
conviction  ?  The  hiflorian  here  ingenuoufly 
tells  the  truth,  though  perhaps  he  was  not 
aware  of  the  confequence.  Had  there  been 
any  other  French  Letters  than  the  prefent, 
what  occafion  had  Buchanan  for  the  Scotch, 
when  he  himfelf  had  pofleffion  of  the  ori- 
ginals ?  The  Diflertator  had  certainly  for- 
got, that  Buchanan  was  actually  one  of  the 
affiftants  appointed  to  the  Scotch  commif- 
fioners,  and  intrufted  with  the  condudT:  of 
the  whole  procefs  ;  and  did,  with  Lething- 
ton,  Mackgill,  and  Wood,  exhibit  the  ori- 
ginal Letters,  and  explain  their  contents  in 
private  to  the  Englifh  commiffioners  f .  Bu«* 
chanan  could  not  have  loft  or  miflaid  them, 

*  Diflertation,  p.  29. 

f  Englifh  commiffioners  letter  to  Queen  Elizabeth, 
Cotton  Lib.  Caligv  C.  i.  p.  198.3  Goodall,  vol.  ii. 
p.  140.  142. 

becaufe 
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becaufe  it  is  evident  from  Mr.  Anderfon's 
account,  that  thofe  Letters  were  ia  his> 
hands,  and  were  tranflated  by  Buchanan, 
at  London,  in  the  very  time  of  the  con- 
ferences ** 

The  point  in  queftion  is,  Whether  fucfa, 
original  French  Letters  ever  exifted  ?  Sure- 
ly it  is  a  fair  conclufion  to  aflert,  that  if 
they  did  not  exift  with  Buchanan,  they 
did  not  exift  at  all ;  and  if  the  Scotch 
commiflioners,  who  were  faid  to  produce 
them,  never  faw  them,  nobody  elfe  ever 
did.  It  cannot  be  pretended  that  Bu- 
chanan, when  he  had  recourfe  to  the 
Scotch  as  the  original,  did  not  underftand 
the  French  ;  he  pafled  moft  of  his  life  ia 
France,  and  taught  a  fchool  there.  In- 
deed, fmce  the  Diflertator  has  been  drove 
to  deny  that  the  French  Letters  before  us 
are  true  copies  of  the  originals,  by  all 
laws  of  proof  and  criticifm,  it  was  his  bu- 

*  Anderfon,  vol.  ii,  pref.  p.  ii,  and  a  letter,  p.  261. 

finefs 
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finefs  to  produce  thefe  originals.  But  how 
is  it  poffible  to  fix  men,  who,  after  hav- 
ing, for  two  hundred  years,  quoted  and 
infifted  on  thefe  Letters  as  originals,  and 
have  even  commended  the  elegancy  of  their 
compofition,  on  finding  themfelves  forced 
to  give  them  up,  have  now  recourfe  to 
other  Letters,  which  they  acknowledge  to  be 
loft ;  and  now  fay,  were  never  feen,  even 
by  Buchanan,  who  was  employed  by  the 
public  to  produce  them  ? 

It  was  never  till  this  day  infmuated  by 
any  of  the  partifans  againft  Queen  Mary, 
that  the  prefent  French  Letters  were  vitiated 
tranflations.  Not  even  Morton  hrmfelf, 
nor  Buchanan,  who  lived  many  years 
after  the  publication  of  thefe  identical 
French  Letters  now  before  u?,  ever  ob- 
jected to  them,  or  faid  fo ;  which  it  was' 
incumbent  on  them  to  have  done.  The 
lilence  therefore  of  thefe  two  perfons,  who 
had  the  originals  in  their  hands,  is  a  clear 

teftimony 


againjl  MARY  $uee?t  of  SCOTS.        193 

teftimony  to  the  authenticity  of  the  prefcnt 
French  copy,   which  now  ftands  in  place 
of  the  original  *.     That  they  are  vitiated 
tranflations,   was   never  pretended  by  any 
body,  until  Mr.  Goodall  proved  them,  to 
a  demonftration,  to  be  fo.      Every  body 
muft  be  fenfible,  that  the  conceflion  now 
made  by  thefe  gentlemen,  would  have  come 
with  a  much  better  grace,  had  it  been  prior 
to   Mr.   Goodall's  difcovery :    it  therefore 
becomes  incumbent  upon  the  two  Hifto- 
rians  now,  fince  they  give  up  their  own 
copies,  to  produce  the  originals  themfelves, 
otherwife    the    pretended    proofs    of   the 
Queen's  guilt  are  blo^wn  in  the  air.     Mr. 
Hume  will  perhaps  tell  us  again,  "  That 
"  it  is  in  vain,  at  this  day,  to  obje£t  to  the 
<c  Letters,  or  to  call  for  the  originals  ;  they 
<c  were  regularly  and  judicially  given  in, 
"  and  ought  to  have  been  canvafled  at  the 
"  time."     I  heartily  agree  with  him.     Had 

*  We  fhall  by  and  by  fee  two  famous  witnefles 
adduced,  who  give  teftimony  to  the  authenticity  of  the 
printed  French  Letters, 

VOL.  I.  O  the 
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the  Queen  remained  filent  ;at  the  time  when 
Murray  produced  his  Letters,  I  think  his 
argument  muft  have  been  cdnclufive.  But 
did  fhe  remain  filent  on  that  occafion  ? 
On  the  contrary,  fhe  cried  aloud,  that  her 
aclverfaries  had  produced  forged  writings 
againft  her  ;  fhe  prayed  in  vain,  by  re- 
peated fupplications,  that  they  might  be  in- 
fpeded  by  her  or  her  friends  ;  and  fhe' 
undertook  to  prove  the  forgery.  What  was 
the  refult  of  all  this  ?  The  Letters  are  hud- 
dled back  in  hafte  to  Murray  and  Morton, 
and  they  are  fent  a-packing  to  Scotland> 
with  their  evidence  ;  fo  that  the  Queen  to 
her  dying  hour  never-once  faw  them.  What 
they  did  with  them  after  that,  there  is 
nobody,  at  this  day,  can  tell.  We  are 
told  they  are  loft,  and  that  is  the  fum 
of  the  ftory.  The  conclufion  from  this  is 
left  to  every  impartial  perfon  to  infer,  as 
be  thinks  fit. 

But  now  that  it  is  faid  the  original  Letters 

in  writing  are  loft,  how  is  it  poffible  to 

make 
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make  good  the  accufation  againft  the 
Queen  ?  —  By  the  printed  Letters  only, 
which  were  acquiefced  in  by  the  Queen's 
accufers  while  they  lived.  Let  it  be  fo. 
Thefe  Letters  have  now  been  examined, 
and  are  detected  to  be  vitiated  and  fpu- 
rious.  Any  body  would  be  perfuaded  to 
think,  that  here  the  argument  muft  natu- 
rally conclude  in  favour  of  the  Queen.  It 
is  not  fo,  however.  We  are  told,  that 
although  the  Letters  now  extant,  cannot 
be  faid  to  be  either  the  originals,  or  copies 
from  the  originals,  yet  they  are  tranflations 
from  tranflations  at  the  third  hand.  It 
is  difficult  to  combat  with  fo  flippery 
an  antagonift,  who  fhifts  his  ground 
every  minute,  and  when  one  thinks  he 
has  him  faft,  flips  through  one's  fingers. 
Let  us  try,  if  poflible,  to  hold  faft  this 
Proteus. 


And,  in  the  jf^  place,  Let  us  examine 

the  arguments  brought  by  Dr,  Pvobertfon 

O  a  in 
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in  fupport  of  this  new,  and  till  now  un- 
heard-of hypothecs,  That  the  printed 
French  Letters  now  before  us,  are  neither 
the  fame,  nor  true- copies  of  the  original 
Letters  that  were  produced  by  Murray  and 

Morton  before  Queen  Elizabeth. And, 

fccondly,  We  fhall  examine  his  proof,  That 
other  original  French  Letters,  befides  the 
prefenr,  ever  did  exift. 

The  chief  authority  brought  by  Dr.  Ro- 
bertfon  in  fupport  of  the  firft  branch  of 
his  propofition,  is  from  the  Preface  to 
the  French  Letters,  in  which  the  Editor 
lays,  "  That  be  tranjlated  tbefe  Letters 
"from  the  Latin  "^ 

I  fhall  give  the  whole  in  the  editor's  own 
words.  "  Thefe  epiftles,"  fays  he,  "  had 
"  been  written  by  the  Queen,  part  in  French 
"  and  part  in  the  Scotch  language^  and  af- 
<c  ter wards  tranflated  entirely  into  Latin  ; 
"  but  as  I  had  no  knowledge  of  the  Scotch, 

"  I  chofe 


again/}  MARY  Queen  of  SCOTS.       197 

"  I  chofe  rather  to  exprefs  the  whole  that  I 
"  found  in  the  Latin  *." 

I  have  already  faid,  that  the  title-page 
of  this  book  bears,  that  it  was  printed  at 
Edinburgh,  the  I3th  of  February,  by 
Thomas  Waltam. 

I  fhall  now  prove   by  undoubted  evi- 
dence the  whole  of  this  French  Preface  to 
* 

confift  in  a  chain  of  lies,  and  that  it  was 
contrived  as  a  blind  to  conceal  the  true 
place,  London,  where  the  Letters  were 
printed  ;  and  for  what  purpofe  this  falfe 
ftory  was  contrived. 

And  in  the  firft  place,  That  they  were 
not  printed  at  Edinburgh,  is  univerfally 
acknowledged,  and  that  there  never  exifted 
a  printer  at  Edinburgh  of  the  above  name. 

*  Les  epiftres  mifes  fur  la  fin,  avoit  ete  efcrites  par  la 
Royne,  partie  en  Francois,  partie  en  Ecoflbis,  etdepuis 
traduites  entierement  en  Latin ;  mais  n'ayant  cognai* 
feance  de  la  langue  Ecoflbifeaj'ay  mieux  aimer  exprimer 
tout  ce  que  j'ay  trouve  en  Latin.  Good,*  vol.  i.  p.  103. 

0  3  This 
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This  is  oxvned  by  Dr.  Robertfon*.  Let 
us  now  endeavour  to  ftrip  this  Englifh  im- 
poftor  of  the  French  difguife  he  has  chofen 
to  cloak  himfelf  under  ;  for  which  purpofe 
it  is  neceflary  to  trace  back  the  hiftory  of 
thofe  French  Letters. 

We  have  already  feen,  that,  in  the  year 
1571,  Buchanan  publifhed  his  libel,  called 
DeteEtio  Mari<zy  both  in  the  Latin  and 
Scotch  languages  ;  to  which  he  fubjoined, 
in  the  Latin  language,  "a  trariflation  of  the 
three  firft  French  Letters,  and  all  the  eight 
Letters  in  the  Scotch  language. 

The  very  next  year,  1572,  about  the 
time  of  the  Duke  of  Norfolk's  condemna- 
tion, and  while  a  treaty  was  carrying  on 
between  Elizabeth  and  the  King  of  France, 

*  "  The  name  of  the  place,  as  well  as  of  the 
cc  printer,  is  by  all  parties  allowed  to  be  an  im- 
"  pofture."  Dijfirtation,  p.  25. 

Let  me  afk.  Why  was  this  im pofture  ufed  ?  The 
queftion  can  eafily  be  anfwered. — To  conceal  the  real 
publifhers,  Cecil  and  the  Englifh  minifters.  Nobody 


elfe  had  reafon  to  ufe  fuch  difguife. 


it 
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it  was  thought  proper  to  publifh  a  tranfla- 
tion  into  French  of  the  Deteftion^  with  all 
the  Letters  ;  which  being  faid  to  be  origi- 
nally written  by  the  Queen  in  French,  were 
furely  printed  verbatim  from  the  originals* 
To  fuppofe  otherwife,  that  thefe  Letters, 
printed  and  publifhed  along  with  the 
French  tranflation  of  Buchanan's  Detection^ 
were  tranflations  done  into  French  from 
the  three  Letters  publilhed  by  Buchanan  in 
Latin,  appears  to  be  quite  abfurd  and  in- 
credible. For  the  original  French  Letters, 
after  being  produced  both  in  Scotland  and 
England,  in  the  years  1567,  1568,  1569, 
and  1571  ;  the  well-known  care  and  in- 
duftry  (hewn  by  Elizabeth  and  Secretary 
Cecil,  in  promulgating  every  fcandal  againft 
Queen  Mary  ;  and  the  ufmg  for  that  very 
purpofe,  every  expedient  to  give  credit  to 
Buchanan's  books,  as  (hall  be  {hewn,  muft 
have  made  copies  of  thefe  identical  French 
Letters  very  common,  and  in  every  body's 
hands.  It  is  therefore  contrary  to  all  hu- 
O'4  man 
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man  probability  to  fuppofe,  that  the  tranf- 
lator  of  the  Detection  into  French,  publifhed 
in  London,  or  where  you  will,  could  not 
procure  a  copy  of  the  French  Letters  them- 
felves,  to  annex  to  his  bock  ;  but  was  fo 
hard  put  to  it,  that  he  even  tranflated  the 
Letters  himfelf  into  French  from  thofe  in 
Latin  publifhed  by  Buchanan.  Yet,  im- 
probable as  this  is,  let  us  fuppofe  it  to  be  the 
cafe ;  ftill  it  will  not  anfwer.  This  publifher 
of  the  French  Detettion  has  averred,  "  That 
"  he  had  no  knowledge  of  the  Scotch  lan- 
"  guage3  an<3  therefore  chofe  to  exprefs  all 
"  that  he  found  in  the  Latin."  ButBuchanan 
tranflated  only  three  of  the  Letters  into  Latin ; 
nor  was  it  ever  heard,  that  any  more  than  the 
three  firft  of  the  French  Letters  were  tranf- 
lated into  Latin  :  and  yet  this  impoftor  has 
the  afiurance  to  fay,  that  he  tranflated  the 
whole  feven  French  Letters  from  the  Latin. 
But  to  go  on  5  in  fupport  of  this  glaring 
falfehood,  he  is  neceflarily  obliged  to  tell 
another  equally  grofs,  viz.  That  thefe  Let- 
ters 
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ters  had  been  wholly  tranjlated  into  Latin  *. 
From  all  which  it  is  evident,  that  the  affe<3> 
ed  difguife  and  lies  of  this  editor  were  con- 
trived folely  to  make  us  believe,  that  this 
book  was  not  printed  in  London, 

But  after  all  this,  it  may  be  afked, 
Wherefore  all  this  contrivance,  this  ftudied 
difguife  and  impofture  ?  Nobody  is  at  pains 
to  tell  lies,  or  difguife  the  truth,  but  for 
fome  end  or  other.  This  I  fhall  endea- 
vour to  account  for.  As  we  have  feen 
that  the  place  where  his  book  was  printed 
is  ftudioufly  concealed,  it  is  only  from 
circumftances  that  this  matter  can  be  found 
out. 

In  the  year  1571,  negotiations  between 
the  Engliflh.  and  French  courts  were  on 
foot,  touching  the  Duke  of  Anjou's  pro- 
pofal  for  marrying  Queen  Elizabeth* 
had  always  a  minifter  at  the  French 

*  Entierement  traduites  en  Latirv 

court, 
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court,  foliciting  her  releafe  from  the  hands 
of  Elizabeth :  and  at  this  very  period,  her 
uncle  the  Duke  of  Guife,  by  obliging 
Colligni  to  raife  the  famous  fiege  of  Poic- 
tiers,  was  in  the  height  of  glory  and 
power  at  that  court  *.  It  therefore  became 
neceflary  [  for  Elizabeth  to  defeat  thofe 
felicitations  of  Mary,  by  giving  plaufible 
reafons  for  detaining  in  prifon  that  prin-* 
cefs  ;  and  above  all,  to  expofe  her  con- 
duct to  the  princes  on  the  continent  in  the 
blacked  colours  f.  With  regardo  to  the 
Englifh  nation,  Elizabeth  had  fufficiently 
accomplilhed  the  above  meafure,  by  publifh- 

*  Hume,  vol.  ii.  p.  531,  532. 

f  This  is  not  conjecture.  The  author  of  L' Innocence 
de  Marie^,  a  cotcmporary  writer,  then  living  in  France, 
exprefsly  fays  fo  :  mentioning  this  French  edition  of  the 
J)ete£fion9  he  adds,  "  Libelle  diffamatoire,  envoye  fe- 
u  crettement,  et  a  cachette  expofe  par  la  France, 
«c  centre  la  Royne  d'Ecofie,  et  le  Due  de  Norfolk, 
<c  lorfque  le  Roy  Trt^  Chreftien,  frere  et  allie  de  cette 
tc  princefle,  eftoit  fur  le  traite  d'une  ligue  avec  la 
tf  Royne  d'Angleterre."  Jebb9  vol.  L  p.  425. 

ing 
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ing  feveral  Englifh  editions  of  Buchanan's 
DeteBion. 

But  thefe  books  were  confined  to  Eng- 
land. Befides,  being  in  the  Latin  and 
Scotch  or  Englifh  languages,  m  order  to 
anfwer  the  prefent  purpofe  of  diffufmg-  the 
libel  againft  Mary  through  Europe,  it  be- 
came neceQary  to  have  it  tranflated  into 
the  French  language,  then  more  generally 
underftood  upon  the  continent.  Another 
accident  fell  out  about  the  fame  time,  which 
concurred  to  forward  this  defign. 

The  Duke  of  Norfolk  having  renewed 
his  propofals  of  marriage  to  Queen  Mary, 
and  joined  with  her  in  foliciting  the  King 
of  Spain  to  reftore  her  to  her  own  domi- 
nions, that  whole  affair  was  difcovered. 
The  Duke  was  brought  to  trial,  and  con- 
demned for  high  treafon,  the  lath  January 
1572.  But  as  that  Nobleman  was  ex- 
tremely beloved  by  all  ranks  in  the  king- 
1  dcm« 
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dom,  and  had  great  connections  abroad,  it 
was  thought  proper  to  refpite  his  execution 
till  May  thereafter:  and,  in  the  interim, 
to  pave  the  way,  by  fhowing  the  expedi- 
ency of  it,  from  his  connections  with  Mary, 
that  dangerous  rival !  and  likewife  to  ex- 
pofe  that  Queen,  particularly  to  the  court 
of  France,  at  a  time  when  the  treaty 
between  Elizabeth  and  Charles  was  in 
agitation. 

The  inftrudions  given  by  Elizabeth  to 
her  minifter  at  the  court  of  France,  are  in 
thefe  words :  "  It  were  not  amifs  to  have 
"  divers  of  Buchanan  s  little  Latin  books  to 
"  prefent,  if  need  were,  to  the  King,  as 
"  from  yourfelf,  and  to  fome  of  the  other 
<c  noblemen  of  his  Council ;  for  they  will 
*c  ferve  te  good  effctt  to  difgrace  her  *," 


For  thofe  purpofes,  the  French  tranfla- 
tion  of  Buchanan's  Detection,  with  the  Let" 

*  Compare  this  with  Cecil's  declaration  in  page  161. 

ters 
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ters  fubjoined,  feems  to  have  been  made. 
Had  it  been  only  calculated  for  the  meri- 
dian of  France,  and  to  expofe  Queen  Mary, 
no  more  was  neceflary  to  be  printed  than 
the  French  DtteSion  only,  with  the  origi- 
nal Letters.  But  what  plainly  fhows  that 
this  book  was  nianifeftly  defigned  to  ferve 
another  turn,  in  London^  is  the  book  it- 
felf  f.  There  is  annexed  to  it  a  treatife, 
entitled,  "  Sommaire  de  confpirations  faites 
"  par  la  Rcyne  d'Ecofle  contre  la  perfonne 
"  et  1'etat  de  la  Royne  d'Angleterre."  This 
treatife  is  no  other  than  a  libel  againft  the 
Duke  of  Norfolk  and  Mary :  and,  by  its 
date  on  the  laft  leaf,  appears  to  have  been 
finifhed  the  I3th  February  1572,  juft  a 
month  after  the  Duke's  condemnation. 

There  is  like  wife  another  piece  of  evi- 
dence, which  feems  to  put  the  matter  out 

f  46  For  what  purpofe  they  happened  to  be  then 
<c  printed,  we  are  informed  by  Elizabeth  herfelf  and 
"  her  minifters,  in  their  inftru&ions  in  the  year  1571* 
"  to  her  refident  in  France."  Goodall^  vol.  i.  p.  25. 

of 
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of  all  doubt,  that  this  book  was  printed  at 
London.  In  the  above  treatife,  or  Sommalre^ 
mentioning  perfons  who  had  been  con- 
demned and  executed  for  treafon,  infti- 
gated,  as  is  alleged,  by  Mary,  it  is  laid, 
"  Entre  lefquelles,  au  commencement  cle 
"  cette  annee  1572,  etoit  un  Anglois  nomme 
"  Mather^ — avec  un  autre  nomme  Barn" 
Thefe  men,  we  know  for  certain,  were 
executed  at  London  on  the  \\th  of  Fe- 
bruary 1572,  and  the  book  was  fmiflied  at 
the  printing-houfe  (acbevee  d^  imprinter  le) 
1 3/Z?  of  February  that  year.  It  is  impof- 
fible,  therefore,  that  a  book  printed  any 
where  elfe  than  in  London,  of  that  date, 
could  give  an  account  of  executions  which 
happened  there  only  two  days  before. 
There  is  one  way  to  evade  the  force  of  this 
laft  evidence,  by  faying,  that  as  the  place 
of  printing  is  difguifed,  the  date  may  be 
fo  too.  I  can  fee  a  good  reafon  for  not 
avowedly  printing  in  London  fo  inflam- 
matory a  libel  againft  the  firft  and  greateft 

peer 
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peer  of  the  realm,  a  man  in  fuch  general 
eftirnation  as  the  Duke  of  Norfolk  then 
was,  and  at  fo  critical  a  time  as  when  he 
lay  under  condemnation.  But,  fuppofing 
the  book  to  have  been  printed  where  you 
will,  no  manner  of  reaibn  can  be  given 
for  imagining  the  date  to  be  any  other  than 
what  it  bears, 

I  have  been  the  more  particular  in  en- 
deavouring to  fhow  that  this  book  was 
truly  printed  in  London ;  becaufe,  upon 
that  ground,  Mr.  Goodall  has,  to  abfolute 
conviction,  fliown,  that  the  French  Letters, 
as  they  now  ftand,  are  impoftures.  I 
fhall  now  examine  the  arguments  ufed 
by  Dr.  Robertfon  againft  Mr.  GoodalFs 
pofition  *. 

We  have  already  ftated  and  obviated  one 
general  objection  of  this  author,  That  as 
the  place  of  printing  this  French  edition 

*  Robertfon,  vol.  ii.     Diflertation,  p,  25. 

is 
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is  fi&itious,  the  date  may  be  fo  too.  To 
prove  that  it  was  printed  in  France,  he 
has  produced  the  teftimony  of  two  French 
writers.  The  firft  is  Blackwood,  who  lays, 
"  Buchanan  a  depuls  adjoujie  a  cejle  declama- 
tion un  petit  libelle  du  pretendu  manage  du 
Due  de  Norfolk^  et  de  lafa^on  defonproces> 
et  le  tout  envoye  aux  freres  a  la  Rochelle, 
lefquels  voyants  qiiil  pouvoit  fervir  a  la 
caufe,  Vont  tradult  en  Francois,  et  iceluy 
fut  tmprimmee  a  Edimbourg,  cejt  a  dire 
"  a  la  Rochelle^  par  Thomas  Waltem^  nom 
"  apojle  et  fait  a  plaifir" 

The  other  teftimony  is  the  author  of 
jZ?  Innocence  de  Mar'ie^  who  fays,  the  Detec- 
tion was  "  preincrement  compofee  par  George 
<c  Buchanan,  et  depuis  tradmte  en  langue 
4<  Fran^olfe  par  un  Huguenot y  Poitevin  Ca- 
"  mu%"  The  DifTertator  fhould  have  taken 
in  the  whole  account  which  this  laft  author 
gives  of  the  hiftory  of  this  Dctettlon,  which 
I  fhall  fupply  :  "  Libelles  diffamatoires^  efpars 

"  et 
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5*  tt  public*  par  tout :  nommement  un^  impri~ 
"  me  QU  17  Fd > ruler  1572,  envoy e  fecrette- 
"  ment,  et  a  cachette  expofe,  par  la  France^ 
"  cant  re  cette  Royne  d'EcoJ/e,  ?sf  le  Due  fuf- 
"  nomme,  lorfque  le  Roy  ^Tres-Chrefllcn^  fres 
"  cher  frere^  ?sf  anclen  allie  de  cefte  princejje 
"  captive,  eftoit  fur  le  traite  (fune  ligue  avec 
«  la  Royne  $ Anghterre  *."  This  laft  tefti^ 
mony  feems  to  be  directly  againft  the 
DifTertator.  The  author  fays,  indeed,  that 
the  Latin  Dete&ion  of  Buchanan  was  trant- 
lated  into  French  by  one  Camuz.  No- 
body will  difpute  whether  it  was  fo  or  not ; 
but  it  fays  nothing  of  the  place  where  it 
was  printed  *j~.  On  the  other  hand>  by  the 
words  "  envoye  fecrettcment)  &f  expofe  par 

*  Jebb,  vol.  i.  p.  425. 

f  Itere  it  is  likewife  to  be  obferveci,  that  w>ne  of 
tbofe  French  writers,  when  they  mention  the  Detection, 
6ver  pretend  to  fay,  that  the  Queen's  Letters  were 
tranflated  in  France,  which  indeed  is  abfurd  to  ima- 
gine, while  the  French  -originals  could  fo  eafily  be 
come  at. 

VOL.  I.  P  "  la 
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"  la  France"  it  is  plain,  (that,  according 
to  this  author,  it  was  not  printed  there, 
but  was  fent  thither  afterwards,   and  dif- 
perfed  through  .that  kingdom,   by  its  con- 
cealed publishers.     Blackwood,  indeed,  on 
account  of  the  difguifed  title,  guefles  that 
it    was    printed    by    the    Huguenots     at 
Rochelle,  to  ferve  their  caufe.     But  pray, 
how  could  this  libel  againft  the  Duke  of 
Norfolk,    a  ftaunch   Proteftant,    ferve  the 
eaufe   of  the   French    Huguenots  ?    I   am 
glad,  however,  that  Dr.  Robertfon  has  fur- 
nifhed  me  with  two  fuch  good  evidences 
of  his  own  chufmg,    to  afcejrtain   a   fad:, 
which   I  was  fomewhat  fufpicious  of  in- 
deed, but  would  not  venture  positively  to 
afTert,  without  very  good  authority.     This 
fa£h  is,  that  Buchanan,  who  was  the  ori- 
ginal author  of  the  DdeEtio   Marite^  and 
tranflated  the  lame  into   the  Scotch   lan- 
guage, with  the  addition  of  the  Letters  and 
Verfesy  for  the  benefit   of  the  two  king- 
doms of  Scotland  and  England,  had  like- 

wife 
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V/ife  a  fhare  in  this  French  edition,  whe- 
ther printed    at  London,    or  fent   to  his 
brethren  a  la  Rock  elk.    Since,  therefore,  the 
ingenious    Diflertator   has    produced  thofe 
two  witnefies,  "  whofe  teftimonies"  (to  ufe 
his  own  words)   "  muft  outweigh  a  flight 
"  conjecture,"  I  will  be  very  far  from  reject- 
ing them.     One  thing  he  muft  allow,  how- 
ever, that  their  teftimonies  may  be  taken 
as   they  ftand,  without  rejecting  any  part 
of    them.      This    being    granted,   1    will 
frankly    allow    the     author    to    take   his 
choice    of   any   fide    of   this   queftion  he 
pleafes :  that  is,  whether  he  truly  thinks,  the 
circumftantial   evidence,   from  the  autho- 
rities I  have  already  recited,  proves,  that 
the  French  edition  of  the  Detection  and  Let- 
ters was  printed  in  London ;    or,  ^  contra^ 
if  he  thinks  that  the   declarations   of  his 
French  witnefles  preponderate,  and  prove 
them  to  have  been  printed  in  France.     But 
he  has  already  told  us,  that  the  teftimony 
of  thofe  Frenchmen  outweighs  all  conjec- 
P  2  ture ; 
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ture  ;  they  muft  therefore  be  relied  upon  : 
and  they,  at  leaft  Blackwood,  fay,  it  was 
tranflated  and  printed  at  Rochelle.  If  that 
is  the  cafe,  who  furnifhed  them  with  the 
materials  for  this  tranflation  ?  The  fame 
Blackwood  fays  exprefsly,  "  that  Bucha- 
"  nan  fent  the  whole  to  his  brethren  at 
"  Rochelle."  Now,  if  Buchanan  fent  the 
whole,  as  Blackwood  affirms,  he  certainly 
would  fend  a  faithful  copy  of  the  original 
French  Letters,  which  all  the  world  knows 
he  was  poflefled  of:  fo  that  there  they 
muft  have  been  printed  from  the  genuine 
French  originals,  which  came  dire£Uy  from 
the  hands  of  Buchanan.  In  either  cafe, 
therefore,  whether  thofe  French  Letters 
be  allowed  to  have  been  printed  at  Lon- 
don, or  in  France,  I  think  there  is 
clear  evidence,  that  the  publifher  muft 
have  printed  them  from  the  originals.  If 
in  London,  there  they  were  in  every  bo- 
dy's hands  ;  and  I  have  fliown  that  Cecil, 
Elizabeth's  fecretary,  directed  the  affair. 

If 
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If  in  France,  the  learned  Diflertator  has 
fhown,  that  Buchanan  fent  them  over  to 
his  friends  at  Rochelle.  This  fad  proves 
all  that  I  defire.  Had  our  ingenious  au- 
thor, to  ufe  his  own  words  to  Mr.  Good- 
all,  attended  to  thefe  circumftances,  he 
certainly  would  have  faved  his  labour,  in 
adducing  his  French  witnefles,  to  prove 
a  very  material  fa£t  which  overturns  his 
whole  hypothefis. 

I  might  here  reft  the  matter ;  but  as  the 
Diflertator  has  made  ufe  of  another  very 
ingenious  argument  to  prove  his  favourite 
point,  of  the  French  Letters  being  only 
tranflations,  I  muft  follow  him. 

"  In  the  Scotch  tranflation"  (fays  our 
author)  "  there  was  prefixed  to  each  Letter 
"  two  or  three  fentences  of  the  original 
"  French,  which  breaking  off  with  an  ?sV. 
"  the  Scotch  tranflation  of  the  whole  follow- 
"  qd. — The  French  editor"  (continues  he), 
P  3  "  ob- 
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u  obferving  this,  foolifhly  concluded,  that 
"  the  Letters  had  been  written  partly  in 
"  French,  partly  in  Scotch  *." 

In  anfwer  to  this,  we  have  already 
fhown,  that  nothing  can  be  founded  on 
what  this  French  Editor,  or  Eriglifliman 
rather  in  a  French  drefs,  fays,  from  a 
plain  purpofe  to  impofe  upon  us,  as  Dr. 
Robertfon  himfelf  acknowledges  f.  But 
to  imagine,  that  he  was  either  ignorant 
or  foolifh  in  this  affair,  will  not  eafily 
pafs.  I  fhail  put  a  fimilar  cafe  :  The 
Engliih  verfiori  of  the  Pialms  of  David,  in 
the  liturgy  of  the  church  of  England,  has, 
at  the  head  of  each  pfalm,  a  Latin  fen- 
tence,  which  is  the  beginning  of  the  pfalm 
to  which  it  is  prefixed,  and  ferves  only  for 
a  fort  of  title  to  it.  Thus  the  firft  pfalm 
has  thefe  words,  "  Beatus  vir  qui  non 
"  abiit."  After  which  follows  the  Engliih 

DiiTertation,  p.  26. 

See  the  note  below,  p.  91. 

tranflation 


* 
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translation  of  the  whole  pfalm  from  the 
beginning.  Now,  can  it  be  fuppofed,  that 
any  Frenchman,  in  giving  an  account  of 
this  Englifli  verfion  of  the  Pfalms,  fliould 
teli  us,  that  the  verfion  was  cornpofed 
partly  in  Latin,  partly  in  Englifh  ?  I  be- 
lieve, nobody  will  think  fo.  The  cafe  in 
hand  is  precifely  the  fame. 

I  next  proceed  to  examine  and  redargue 
the  fecond  branch  of  Dr.  Robertfon's  pofi- 
tion,  viz.  his  arguments  to  prove,  that  an- 
other original  of  the  French  Letters  did  exift, 
befides  the  prefent  printed  Letters. 

This  branch  of  his  argument  the  learned 
Doctor  endeavours  to  fupport,  by  fhowing, 
that,  on  comparing  thofe  few  French  fen- 
tences  on  the  head  of  the  Letters,  with  thofe 
parts  of  the  French  Letters  that  follow  them, 
it  will  plainly  appear,  fays  he,  that  the 
fentences,  by  the  fpirit  and  elegance  m 
them,  are  the  only  remaining  parts  of  the 
P  4  original 
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original  French,  as  written  by  the  Queen, 
and  what  follows  them,  are  only  fervile 
tranflations  from  the  Latin  verfion  of 
Buchanan.  To  prove  this,  our  learned 
author  gives  fome  few  examples.  For 
inftance : 

The  fentence,  fays  he,  in  the  beginning 
of  the  firft  Letter,  has  thefe  words  *  :  "  Veil 
"  que  ce  pent  un  corps  fans  caur" — The  La- 
tin is,  "  Cum  plane  perinde  ejjem  atquc 
"  corpus  fine  corde" 

There  is  a  fpirit  and  elegance  in  the 
French,  fays  our  author,  which  is  not  in 
the  Latin.  How  far  the  remark  is  juft  or 
not,  is  fcarce  worth  while  to  controvert. 
If  there  is  either  fpirit  or  elegance  in  the 
fentence,  it  obvioufly  lies  in  the  thought, 
not  in  the  words  or  expreffion  ;  in  the  an- 
tithefis  of  a  body  without  a  heart,  which 
feems  to  be  as  happily  exprefled  by  corpus 

*  Goodall,  vol.  ii.  p.  I. 

fine 


agarnji  MARY  Queen  of  SCOTS,       217 

Jlne  corde,  as  by  corps  fans  cceur ;  whence  it 
is  difficult  to  fay  which  is  moft  original. 
But  I  fhall  make  no  fcruple  fairly  to  ac- 
knowledge, that  in  one  or  two  inftances, 
which  he  gives  from  thefe  fentences,  there 
feems  to  be  a  happier  turn  of  phrafe  in  the 
French  than  in  the  Latin.  But  Hill  this 
pnly  fhows,  what  every  man  of  reading 
muft  frequently  obferve,  that  the  moft 
wretched  and  dull  tranflation,  in  fome  par- 
ticular fentences  fcattered  through  it,  may 
even  iUrpafs  the  original  in  the  turn  of  a 
phrafe  ;  which  may  be  more  owing  to  the 
language,  than  to  the  tranflator's  merit. 
And  the  truth  of  this  propofition  may  even 
be  fhown.  from  the  parts  of  thofe  very 
French  Letters  which  our  author  allows 
to  be  palpable  tranflations.  I  fhall  give  a 
few  examples. 

I  defire  our  author  only  to  look  to  the 
very  next  paragraph  of  the  firft  Letter,  after 
his  own  example, 

«  Vim 
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"  Vint  a  rnoy  un  gentilhomme  envoy  e 
"  par  le  Conte  de  Lenos."  The  Latin  ex- 
preffes  it  thus :  "  Homo  b one/to  loco  natus 
u  a  Comite  Levinise  ad  me  venit." 

Letter  I.  The  Queen  fays,  "  He  wald 
"  very  fain  that  I  fuld  lodge  in  his  lodging," 

"  II  defiroit  fort,  que  j'allafle  loger  en 

*  fon  hotel." 

How  heavily  runs  this  in  the  Latin  !  — 
ic  Magnopere  cupiebat,  ut  ego  in  ejus 
"  bofpitio  apud  eum  diverterem.'' 

The  King,  in  excufmg  himfelf,  is  made 
to  fay,  "  I  am  young." 

.'    a  Je  fuis  jeune." 

u  Ego  fum  adolefcens." — This  is  very 
puerile  in  the  Latin  !  and  does  not  convey 
the  meaning  of  the  fentence  ;  which  more 
properly  might  have  been  thus :  "  Adhuc 

#  juvenis  fum." 

I  be- 
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I  believe  it  will  be  readily  granted,  that, 
in   the  above   inftances,   there  is  a  much 
eafier  turn  of  phrafe  in  the  French  tranfla- 
tion,  than  in  the  Latin  :   which  proves  no 
more  ^than  what  is  faid  above,  that,  in  fome 
fcattered  fentences,  a  poor  and  low  tranfla- 
tion   may  exprefs  the  thought  better  than 
the  original.    Mr.  Goodall's  critical  obferv- 
Ations  on  the  Letters,  are,  however,  quite 
of  another  fort :    he  has  fhown,  by  many 
inftances,  that  the  Scotch  are  the  real  ori- 
ginals ;    and  that  the  Latin  tranflator,  by 
miftaking  fome  words  in  the   tranfcribing, 
from  their  fimilarity,  has  entirely  perverted 
the  fenfe  in  feveral  paflages,  fuch  as  byble 
for  byllc^  followed  by  the  Latin  tranflator, 
who  makes  it  biblia^  and  the  French,  faid 
to  be  the  original  of  all,  following  the  error 
of  the  Latin,  tranflates  it  bible  *. 

In    the   fame  manner  the  Scotch  word 
irkit  (i.  e.   weary]  has   been   erroneoufly, 

*  Goodall,,  vol.  ii.   Appendix,  No.  i. 

from 
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from  its  fimilarity,  read  nakit,  tranflated 
?mdata  in  the  Latin,  and  by  the  French 
nue>  after  the  Latin.  Thus  in  both  the 
above  paffages,  the  fenfe  is  rendered  alto- 
gether abfurd.  But  I  need  not  tire  the 
reader  with  more  on  this  fubjecT:;  fmce 
both  our  author,  and  Mr.  Hume,  the  other 
combatant  for  the  authenticity  of  the  Let- 
ters, do  plainly  acknowledge,  that  Mr. 
Goodall  has  proved  the  prefent  French 
Letters  to  be  direcl:  tranflations  from  the 
Latin,  which  is  fufficient  for  my  prefent 
purpofe  *, 

I  have  only  one  argument  more  to  an- 
fwer,  which  is  ufed  by  Mr.  Hume.  The 
prefent  French  Letters,  he  acknowledges, 
are  profefledly  done  from  the  Latin  ;  no- 

*  "  It  is  probable"  (fays  the  Diflertator,  p.  29.), 
*£  that  Buchanan  made  his  tranflation,  not  from  the 
"  French,  but  from  the  Scotch  copy.  Were  it  ne- 
<c  cefiary,"  (continues  he)  "  feveral  proofs  of  this 
K  might  be  produced, " 

body 


againft  MARY  Queen  of  SCOTS. 

body  can  difpute,  I  think,  that  the  Latin 
is  a  tranflation  from  the  Scotch  :    "  But'* 
(fays   Mr.  Hume)   "  it  appears,   that  the 
u  Scotch  itfelf  is  only  a  tranflation  from 
u  fome  other  French  original,  which  we 
"  have  now  loft."     What  a  ftrange  pro- 
cefs  have  we  here !    And  his  proof  for  all 
this  is,   becaufe  this  Scotch  copy  of  the 
Letters,  fays  he,  abounds  with  Gallicifms, 
and  French  words :  fuch  as,  "  make  fault, 
"  falre  des  f antes ; — make  it  feem  that  I  be- 
"  lieve,  falre  femblant  de  le  croire  ; — this  is 
"  my  firft  jour  nay,  cejl  ma  premiere  jour- 
"  nee"  &c.     From  thefe  in  fiances  he  in- 
fers, in  a  very  decifive  manner,  that  the 
Scotch  Letters  are  not  originals,  hut  tranf- 
lations  from  a  French  original  *. 

The  anfwer  to  this  is,  That  any  perfon 
•converfant  with  the  language  and  writings 

*  Hume,  vol.  ii,  p.  499. 

in 
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in  Queen  Mary's  time,  and  even  after  that 
period,  will  fee,  that  from  the  long  and 
continued  intercourfe  and  connection  be- 
tween the  Scotch  and  French  nations  at 
that  time,  the  Scotch  language  abounded 
with  Gallicifms,  and  even  with  French 
words  5  fome  of  which,  though  now  al- 
mod  worn  out  in  our  writings,  yet  remain 
to  this  day  in  our  language,  efpecially 
among  the  vulgar.  Mr.  Hume  himfelf, 
and  every  other  Scotchman,  knows  well 
what  the  vulgar  mean  by  giving  a  bonne-allee^ 
or  parting-cup ;  alfo,  in  the  fame  fenfe, 
giving  one*sy<rr.  •  To  give  a  bcnnlfor^  or 
bleffing,  is  ftill  a  vulgar  phrafe ;  and  the 
beggars  bennifon  is  univerfally  known  in 
Scotland.  Old  people  ftill  give  the  name 
of  montre  to  a  watch ;  and  a  jardelou^  or: 
gare  de  Featty  I  believe,  is  pretty  well  un- 
derftood  in  Edinburgh  even  at  this  very 
day.  I  (hall  alfo  give  a  few  inftances  from 
the  writings  of  thofe  times.  In  the  Earls 
i  of 
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of  Huntly  and  Argyle's  proteftation,  Le- 
thington  fays,  "  Tak  you  na  care,  we  fall 
*4  fynd  an  moyen  to  make  her  quit  of  him." 

I Queen  Mary,   in  anfwer  to  Murray 

and  Morton's  accufation  againft  her,  fays, 
"  They  have  mefchantlk  fclanderit  her."' 
Secretary  Lethington,  confefledly  the  beft 
Scotch  writer  of  that  time,  in  his  letter  to 
Cecil,  the  Englifh  fecretary,  ufeth  the  word 

appuy^  for  fupport  *. Sir  James  M.elvilV 

Memoirs,  p.  184.  "  others  of  \\iejineft  of 
"  them  perfuaded  the  regent."  By  the  word 
ne/I^  in  this  place,  is  meant  the  moft  fubtile, 
cunning,  or  penetrating  genius,  from  the 
French  words  Jin^  fubtle,  and  un  jinct^  a 
cunning  or  fubtile  man  :  a  word  not 
known  or  ufed  in  Englifli,  either  in  writ- 
ing or  in  common  fpeech,  at  this  day. 

In   the  very  next  page  of  Melvil : 

"  He  defired  the  aecufation  to  be  rendered 
"  up  to  him  again." And  Secretary 

*  Keith,  p.  233* 

Cecil 
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Cecil  ufeth  this  phrafe,  "  And  becaufe  it 
**  bruited"  L  e.  rumoured.    (See  p.  151  *..) 

Thefc 

*  To  the  above  French  Words,  ufed  in  the  Scotch 
language,  many  more  may  be  added*  For  the  fake 
of  curiofity,  I  have  added  a  lift  in  the  Appendix. 

The  Mifcellaneous  Remarker  on  this  head  joins  his 

aid  to  Mr.  Hume. <c  Notwithstanding  the  popular 

*c  credit,"  fays  he,  "  there  is  fome  reafon  to  believe, 
"  that  as  our  ancient  intercourfe  with  France  did  not 
«  add  much  to  our  importance  and  profperity,  fo  it  did 
<c  not  add  twenty  words  and  phrafes  to  our  language  j 
•c  at  lead,  fuch  as  ever  became  current  in  good  com-* 
"  pany."  As  for  the  French  words  and  phrafes  an^ 
ciently  adopted  into  our  language,  the  inftances  already 
given,  and  referred  to,  and  what  every  man  acquainted 
with  our  language  can  furnifh,  are  fufficient,  we  ap- 
prehend, to  confute  the  Remarker's  afiertion.  And 
as  to  the  importance  we  may  or  may  not  have  de- 
rived from  our  intercourfe  with  France,  it  noways 
concerns  the  prefent  queftion.  At  the  fame  time, 
Whatever  may  be  the  fentiments  of  the  Remarker,  it  is 
generally  believed,  that  the  Scots  did  derive  fome  pri- 
vileges, not  to  be  defpifed,  and  likewife  fome  import* 
ance,  from  their  ancient  alliance  and  intercourfe,  with 
France,  which  they  do  not  think  fo  very  lightly  of  as 
the  Remarker.  As  a  nation,  Scotland,  at  fome  periods 

of 
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Thefe  are  a  few  of  many  inftances  *  that 
eafily   occur,    which  may  be  fufficient  to 

{how 

of  her  intercourfe  with  France,  certainly  obtained  no 
fmall  degree  of  glory.  And  it  is  believed,  that  even  at 
this  day,  there  may  be  fome  antiquated  Scots,  who 
feel  an  honeft  pride  and  elevation  of  mind,  in  recollect- 
ing the  time,  when  the  armies  of  France,  the  rival  of 
England,  were  led  on  to  vi&ory  by  our  Stuarts  and 
DouglafTes  f — That  the  palm  of  vi&ory  was  difputed 
by  thefe  heroes,  with  the  heroic  Henry,  the  boaft  of 
England — That  by  their  valour,  the  monarchy  of 
France  was  reftored. — The  man  who  poorly,  but 
with  vain  endeavour,  attempts  to  tear  the  laurel  from 
the  brow  of  thefe  heroes,  has  no  pretenfions  to  the 
name  of  Patriot. 

To  thofe  heroic  days,  the  Remarker,  perhaps,  pre- 
fers the  wretched  times,  when  the  honour  and  inde- 
pendence of  his  country,  together  with  its  unfortunate 
Sovereign,  were  bafelyfold,  to  the  ungenerous,  tyranni- 
cal Elizabeth,  by  Murray  and  Morton,  whom  he  en- 
deavours to  defend  ! 

*  We  may  obferve  too,  that  fome  of  the  Gallicifms 
he  unluckily  pitches  on,  are  (landard  words,  and  daily 

ufed 

f  John  Stuart,  Earl  of  Buchan,  fon  to  the  Duke  of 
Albany,  Regent  of  Scotland  in  the  minority  of  King  James 
the  Firft,  at  the  head  of  feven  thoufand  Scots,  anno  14.21, 

VOL.  I.  CL  £ave 
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fiiow  Mr,  Hume,  that  Gallicifms  and 
French  words  abounded  in  the  language, 
and  alfo  in  the  original  Scotch  writings  in 
thofe  days,  as  well  as  in  the  Letters  he  men- 
tions. Whence  the  inference  he  is  pleafed 
to  make,  that  the  Scotch  Letters  are,  for 
that  reafon,  no  originals,  but  tranflations 

ufed  in  the  Englifh  language ;  as  journey  is  the  ufual 
word  in  England  for  a  day's  work  of  a  labourer ; 
journey-man^  a  day-labourer;  and  journey-work^  the 
work  of  a  day-labourer. 


gave  battle  to  the  Duke  of  Clarence,  brother  to  King 
Henry  the  Fifth,  and  his  Lieutenant  in  France,  at  Bauge 
in  Anjou,  and  gained  a  complete  victory  over  him,  in 
which  Clarence  was  killed,  and  his  brother  the  Earl  of 
Somerfet,  with  many  other ,  made  prifoners. 

The  fame  Earl  of  Buchan,  created  Conftable  of  France 
by  Charles  the  Seventh,  fell  glorioufly  at  the  battle  of 
Verneuil,  at  the  head  of  the  French  army. 

Douglas  Earl  of  Wigton  at  the  fame  time  was  created 
Duke  of  Touraine  and  Marifchal  of  France,  and  he  and 
his  heirs  were  inverted  in  that  dutchy. 

In  teftimony  of  their  bravery  and  fidelity,  a  body  of 
Scots,  as  the  King  of  France's  life-guards,  was  then  efta- 
bliflied,  which  ftill  bears  the  name;  and,  till  lately,  was 
commanded  by  a  Nobleman  of  Scotland. 

from 


againft  MARY  §>ueen  of  SCOTS.       227 

from  fome  other  French  originals,  muft  fall 
to  the  ground. 

But  further,  as  far  as  I  can  judge,  there 
appears,  in  the  Scotch  copy  of  the  Letters, 
a  fpirit,  and  fo  happy  a  turn  of  phrafe,  al- 
together peculiar  to  that  language,  and  fo 
very  different  from  the  languor,  baldnefs 
of  expreffion,  and  fervility  of  both  the 
French  and  Latin  copies,  that  plainly  de- 
notes the  firft  to  be  altogether  original  in 
every  fenfe.  To  fhow  this,  I  "{hall  take  a 
few  phiafes  from  the  firft  Letter  only  *. 

ct  A  gentleman  of  the  Earl  of  Lennox 
"  .came  and  made  bis  commendat'iouns  to  me»" 
This  phrafe  is  ftill  -jufed  in  the  Scotch  lan- 
guage, to  fignify,  he  prefented  his  compli- 
ments. 

"  This  fpeech  was   of  his  awtn 
without  ony  commiffion." 


*c 
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"  There  is  na  receipt  can  ferve  againis 
"  feir." A  proverb. 

c<  He  hes  ever  the  teir  in  his  eye." 

Fals  race — they  hae  bene  at   fchullis 
togidder." 

"  He  hes  almaift  flane  me  with  his 
«  braith."  . 

"  Ye  have  fair  going  to  fee  feik  folk." 
"  He  gave  me  a  check  in  the  quick." 
"  Excufe  that  thing  that  is  fcriblit." 

Thefe  few  examples  of  proverbial  fen- 
tences  and  phrafes  peculiar  to  the  Scotch 
language,  and  to  whio  the  French  have 
nothing  fimilar  in  their  language,  are  fuf- 
ficient  to  fhow,  that  this  Scotch  copy  of 
the  Letters,  is  not  only  the  original  of  the 
three  copies  of  the  Letters  ftill  extant,  but 
that  it  is  not  a  tranflation  at  all,  but  a 
true  original  in  every  fenfe.  Both  Mr. 

Hume 
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Hume  and  Dr.  Robertfon  have  fairly  .ac- 
knowledged, that  the  Scotch  is  the  original 
of  the  three  copies  extant  of  thefe  Letters ; 
and  that  Buchanan  made  his  Latin  tranf- 
lation  from  the  Scotch.  Thefe  gentlemen 
have  not  been  aware  of  the  neceflary  con- 
fequence  that  muft  follow  this  admiffion; 
to  wit,  that  Buchanan  never  could  have 
done  fo,  if  he  had  not  certainly  known  it 
to  have  been  the  true  original  of  thefe  Let- 
ters. If,  notwithftanding,  they  maintain, 
that  this  Scotch  copy  may,  for  all  this,  be 
a  tranflation  from  fome  other  French  ori- 
ginal, with  fubmiffion,  it  is  incumbent 
upon  them  to  produce  that  original;  or, 
at  leaft,  to  fhow  us,  that  there  ever  exifted 
any  other  French  Letters  befides  the  pre- 
fent  copy,  and  how  this  other  fuppofed 
original  came  to  be  loft,  after  being  in 
every  body's  hands,  both  in  Scotland  and 
England.  But  this  they  have  not  done; 
therefore  their  bare  affertion  muft  go  for 

nothing. 

Thus 
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Thus  have  I  fhown,  by  a  fair  examin- 
ation, upon  what  weak  grounds,  and  at 
beft  but  conjectures,  the  new  hypothecs  of 
Dr.  Robertfon  and  Mr.  Hume  is  founded, 
to  wit,  "  That  the  prefent  printed  French 
"  Letters  which  we  have,  are  not  the  fame 
"  with  thofe  that  were  produced  by  Mur- 
"  ray  and  Morton,  the  Queen's  accufers.'* 
And  I  have  fhown  the  fallacy  of  every 
argument  brought  by  thofe  hiftorians  in 
their  attempt  to  prove,  that  any  other  ori- 
ginal French  Letters,  befides  the  prefent, 
ever  did  exift. 

To  put  this  queftion  beyond  all  doubt, 
I  ihall  conclude,  with  producing  a  new 
witriefs,  who  ihall  even  prove  what  Dr. 
Robertfon  requires,  "  That  the  French  Let- 
u  ters  which  we  now  have,  are  the  identi- 
u  cal  Letters  which  were  produced  by 
"  Murray;"  a  witnefs,  too,  which  the 
candid  Dodtor  cannot  reject,  as  upon  the 

very 
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very  fame  teftimony  he  has  refted  many 
important  facT:s  againft  Queen  Mary.  The 
witnefs  I  mean  is  no  other  than  the  Reverend 
Mr.  John  Knox. 

We  know,  by  a  letter  from  Alexander 
Hay,  Clerk  of  Murray's  Privy  Council,  of 
the  1 3th  of  February  1571,  that  John 
Knox  was  employed  in  the  beginning  of 
that  year,  in  writing  his  Hiftory,  and  col- 
lecting papers  for  that  purpofe.  We  alfo 
know,  that  at  that  very  time  the  Sommaire 
againft  the  Duke  of  Norfolk,  together  with 
the  French  Letters,  were  publifhed  in 
London :  we  can  have  no  doubt  then, 
that  Knox,  foliciting  authorities  for  his 
Hiftory  of  the  times,  would  procure  a 
copy  of  thofe  printed  French  Letters,  of 
Queen  Mary  to  the  Earl  of  Bothwell,  fo 
proper  for  his  purpofe."  We  have  the 
following  teftimony  from  himfelf,  of  the 
identity  of  thefe  Letters : 
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*  '  •"  In  a  cabinet,  or  box,  Bothwell 
"  had  kept  the  Letters  of  privacy  he  had 
"  from  the  Quene.  By  the  taking  of  this 
"  cabinet,  many  particulars  betwixt  the 
"  Quene  and  Bothwell  wer  clearly  difco- 
"  vered.  Thefe  Letters  wer  after  printed ; 
"  they  twer  in  French ',  with  fome  fonnets  of 
"  hir  own  making." — — This  clear  tefti- 
mony  to  the  identity  of  the  prefent  French 
Letters,  as  there  never  were  any  other 
French  Letters  printed,  anfwers  the  poftu- 
latum  of  the  learned  Dr.  Robertfon  and  Mr. 
Hume ;  and  therefore  concludes  againft 
their  hypothefis  upon  the  very  principles 

upon  which  it  is  built. 
( 

I  have  now  gone  through  this  tirefome 
piece  of  criticifm.  The  neceffity  of  ftating 
Mr.  Goodall's  examination  of  the  Letters^ 
the  arguments,  and  objections  made  to  him 
by  the  two  elegant  Hiftorians  on  the  other 
fide,  and  of  giving  fome  obfervations  of  my 

own 
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own  in  anfwer  to  thefe  objections,  will,  I 
hope,  be  an  excufe  for  me.  How  far  the 
anfwer  is  fatisfadtory,  and  the  conclufion 
drawn  from  it  is  juft,  I  leave  to  others  to 
determine. 
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C  H   A  P.       III. 

Dr.  Robertfons  Arguments  mfupport  of  the 
Letters;  Anfwtrs  to  his  Arguments ;  with 
an  Expo/it  ion  of  the  Love-fonnets. 

TJ  AVI  N  G  in  the  preceding  chapter  gone 
through  the  feveral  objections  made 
to  Mr.  Goodall's  learned  and  ingenious 
criticifm  and  detection  of  the  French  Let- 
ters, we  now  proceed  to  examine  the  argu- 
ments in  fupport  of  the  authenticity  of  thefe 
French  Letters. 

The  learned  Dr.  Robertfon,  in  the  Dit 
fertation  annexed  to  his  Hiftory,  having, 
on  his  part,  made  a  very  accurate  examina- 
tion of  the  Letters,  from  thence  he  con- 
cludes, both  from  the  external  and  internal 

circum- 
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circumftances  attending  them,  that  they  are 
genuine;  it  is  but  juftice  to  exhibit  to  the 
reader  an  abftraft  of  that  gentleman's  ob- 
fervations  *. 

The  external  proofs  of  the  genuinenefs 
of  Mary's  Letters  (fays  the  DifTertator) 
are, 

1.  Murray,  and  his  adherents,  affirmed, 
upon  their  word  and  honour,  that  the  Let- 
ters  were  written  with  the  Queen's  own 
hand. 

2.  The  Letters   were   produced  in  the 
Regent's  parliament,  and  are  mentioned  in 
the  a£t  againft  Mary,  as  the  chief  argument 
of  her  guilt. 

3.  They  were   fhown  privately  to  the 
Duke  of  Norfolk,  Earl  of  Suflex,  and  Sir 
Ralph  Saddler,  Elizabeth's  commiffioners  at 
York,  who  conlidered  them  as  genuine. 

*  Diflertation,  p.  18. 

4.  They 
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4.  They  were,  by  Elizabeth  and  her 
niflers,  believed  to  be  genuine :    they  laid 
them  before  the  Englifh  Council ;  who,  on 
comparing  them  with  other  Letters  of  Mary, 
believed  them  to  be  genuine. 

5.  The  Earl   of  Lennox  and   his  Lady 
believed  Mary  guilty  of  the  murder. 

Next,  with  regard  to  the  internal  proof 
of  the  genuinenefs  of  thefe  Letters,  we  may 
(fays  Dr.  Robertfon)  obferve, 

<c  i.  That  whenever  a  paper  is  forged 
"  with  a  particular  intention,  the  eagernefs 
of  the  forger  to  eftablifli  the  point  in 
view,  his  folicitude  to  cut  off  all  doubts 
and  cavils,  and  to  avoid  any  appearance 
of  uncertainty,  always  prompt  him  to 
ule  expreflions  the  moft  explicit,  and 
full  to  his  purpofe.  No  maxim  feems  to 
"  be  more  certain  than  this,  That  a  forger 
"  is  often  apt  to  prove  too  much,  but  fel- 

"  dom 
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"  dom  falls  into  the  error  of  proving  too 
"  little.  The  point  \vhich  the  Queen's 
"  enemies  had  to  eftabliih  was,  "  That 
u  as  the  Earl  of  Bothwell  was  the  chief 
"  executor  of  the  horrible  and  unworthy 
"  murder  perpetrated,  &c.  fo  was  Ihe  of 
"  the  foreknowledge,  counfel,  device,  per- 
"  fuader,  and  commander  of  the  faid  mur- 
"  der  to  be  done."  But  of  this  there  are 
only  imperfect  hints,  obfcure  intima- 
tions, and  dark  expreffions  in  the  Let- 
ters ;  which,  however  convincing  evi* 
"  dences  they  might  furnifh,  if  found  in 
"  real  Letters,  bear  no  refemblance  to  that 
"  glare  and  Superfluity  of  evidence  which 
"  forgeries  commonly  contain.  All  th« 
"  advocates  for  Mary's  innocence,  in  her 
"  owu  age,  contend,  that  there  is  nothing 
"  in  the  Letters  which  can  ferve  as  a  proof 
"  of  her  guilt.  How  ill-advifed  were 
Mary's  adverfaries  to  contrad:  fo  much 
guilt,  and  to  praclife  fo  many  artifices, 
in  order  to  forge  Letters,  which  are  fo 

"  ill* 
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Cl 


ill-contrived  for  eftablifhing  the  conclu- 
"  fion  they  had  in  view  !  Had  they  been 
"  fo  bafe  as  to  have  had  recourfe  to  forgery, 
a  is  it  not  natural  to  think,  that  they  would 
*c  have  produced  fomething  more  explicit 
"  and  decifive  ?'* 

"  2.  As  it  is  almoft  impoffible  to  invent 
<c  a  long  narration,  confifting  of  many 
<c  circumftances,  and  to  conned  it,  in  fuch 
"  a  manner,  with  real  fadts,  that  no  mark 
"  of  fraud  fhall  appear ;  for  this  reafon, 
"  fkilful  forgers  avoid  any  long  detail  of 
<c  circum fiances,  efpecially  of  foreign  and 
"  fuperfluous  ones ;  well  knowing,  that 
"  the  more  thefe  are  multiplied,  the  more 
"  are  the  chances  of  detection  increafed. 
*4  Now,  Mary's  Letters,  efpecially  the  firft, 
<c  are  filled  with  a  multiplicity  of  circum- 
<c  ftances,  extremely  natural  in  a  real  cor- 
*c  refpondence,  but  altogether  foreign  to 
"  the  purpofe  of  the  Queen's  enemies,  and 
*'  which  it  would  have  been  perfect  folly 

"  to 
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**  to  have  inferted,  if  they  had  been  alto- 
gether  imaginary,  and  without  founda- 


** 

«  tion." 


"  3.  The  truth  and  reality  of  feveral  cir- 
a  cumftances  in  the  Letters,  and  thefe  too 
<c  of  no  very  public  nature,  are  confirmed 
"  by  undoubted  collateral  evidence.  Let,  i« 
"  Good.  vol.  ii.  p.  i.     The  Queen  is  laid 
"  to  have  met  one  of  Lennox's  gentlemen, 
**  and  to  have  foine  converfation  with  him* 
"  Thomas  Crawford,  who  was  the  perfoiif 
**  appeared  before  Elizabeth's  commiflion- 
"  ers,  and  confirmed,  upon  oath,  the  truth 
"  of  this  circumftance.     He  likewile  de- 
clared, that  during  the  Queen's  flay  at 
Glafgow,  the  King  repeated  to  him,  every 
night,  whatever  had  pafled  through  the 
day,  betwixt  her  Majefty  and  him,  and 
that  the  account  given  of  thefe  conver- 
fations  in  the  firft  Letter,  is  merely  the 
fame  with  what  the  King  communicated 
to  him  ;  Good.  vol.  ii.  p.  245,     Accord- 
2  "  ing 
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"  ing  to  the  fame  Letter,  there  was  much 
"  difcourfe  between  the  King  and  Queen 
"  concerning  Mynto,  Hiegait,  and  Wal- 
"  car;  Good.  vol.  ii.  p.  8.  10,  n.  What 
this  might  be,  was  altogether  unknown, 
till  a  letter  of  Mary's,  preferred  in  the 
Scotch  college  at  Paris,  and  publifhed  by 
"  Keith,  Preface,  ps  vii.  difcovered  it  to  be 
"  an  affair  of  fo  much  importance,  as  me- 
"  rited  all  the  attention  fhe  paid  to  it  at 
"  that  time*  It  appears  by  a  letter  from 
"  the  French  ambaflador,  that  Mary  was 
fubjecl:  to  a  violent  pain  in  her  fide  ; 
Keith,  ibid.  This  circumftance  is  men- 
tioned, Let.  ii.  p.  30.  in  a  manner  fo  na- 
tural, as  can  fcarce  belong  to  any  but  a 
genuine  production." 


"  4.  If  we  fhall  ftill  think  it  probable  to 
"  fuppofe,  that  fo  many  real  circumftances 
were  artfully  introduced  into  the  Let- 
ters by  the  forgers,  in  order  to  give  an 
air  of  authenticity  to  their  production ; 

"  it 
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it  will  be  fcarce  poffible  to  hold  the  fame 
opinion  concerning  the  following  parti- 
cular. Before  the  Queen  began  her  firft 
"  Letter  to  Bothwell,  fhe,  as  is  ufual 
"  among  thofe  who  write  long  letters,  con- 
"  cerning  a  variety  of  fubje&s,  made  notes 
"  or  memorandums  of  the  particulars  flie 
<c  wifhed  to  remember ;  but  as  fhe  fat  up 
"  writing  during  a  great  part  of  the 
"  night,  and  after  her  attendants  were 
<c  afleep,  her  paper  failed  her,  and  fhe 
"  continued  her  Letter  upon  the  fame  flieet 
"  on  which  fhe  had  formerly  made  her 
u  memorandums.  This  fhe  herfelf  takes 
"  notice  of,  and  makes  an  apology  for  it : 
46  It  is  late ;  I  defire  never  to  ceafe  from, 
"  writing  unto  you  ;  yet  now,  after  the 
"  kifling  of  your  hands,  I  will  end  my 
*'  Letter.  Excufe  my  evil  writing,  and 
"  read  it  twice  over.  "  Excufe  that  thing 
"  that  isfcriblit)  for  I  had  na  paper  zefter- 
"  day,  when  I  wrait  that  of  the  memo- 
"  rial ;"  Good.  vol.  ii.  p.  28.  Thefe  me- 
VOL.  L  R  "  moran- 
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"  morandums  ftill  appear  in  the  middle  of 
"  the  Letter  ;  and  what  we  have  laid  feems 
"  naturally  to  account  for  the  manner  how^ 
"  they  might  find   their  way  into  a  real 
"  letter.     It  is  fcarce  to  be  fuppofed,  how- 
ever, that  any  forger   would    think   of 
placing  memorandums  in  the  middle  of 
a  letter,  where,  at  firft  fight,  they  make  fo 
M  abfurd  and  fo  unnatural  an  appearance. 
"  But  if  any    thai!   ftill   carry    their   re- 
"  finement  fo  far,  as  to  fuppofe  that  the 
"  forgers  were  fo  artful  as  to  throw  in  this 
"  circumftance,   in  order  to  preferve  the 
"  appearance  of  genuinenefs,   they  muft  at 
"  leafl  allow,  that  the  Queen's   enemies, 
"  who  employed  Jiefe  forgers,  could  riot 
"  be  ignorant  of  the  defign  and  meaning 
"  of  thefe  fhort  notes  and  memorandums ; 
"  but  we  find  them  miftaking  them  fo  far, 
c*  as  to  imagine,   that  they  were  the  credit 
"  of  the  bearer,   5.   e.    points   concerning 
"  which  the  Queen  had  given  him  verbal 
**•  inftructions ;   Good.  vol.  ii.  p.  152.  This 
4  "  they 


agalnjl  MARY  Queen  of  SCOTS.        243 

"  they  cannot  poffibly  be ;  for  the  Queen 
<c  herfelf  writes  with  fo  much  exactnefs 
"  concerning  the  different  points  in  the 
"  memorandums,  that  there  was  no  need 
"  of  giving  any  credit  or  inftru&ions  to  the 
"  bearer  concerning  them.  The  memo- 
*'  randums  are  indeed  the  contents  of  the 
"  Letter." 

"  5.  Mary,  mentioning  her  converfations 
"  with  the  King  about  the  affair  of  Mynto, 
"  Hiegait,  &c.  fays,  "  The  morne  [/.  e. 
"  to-morrow]  I  will  fpeak  to  him  upon 
"  that  point ;"  and  then  adds,  "  As  to  the 
"  reft  of  Willie  Hiegait's,  he  confeffit  it ; 
<c  but  it  was  the  morne  [/.  e.  the  morning} 
"  efter  my  cumming  or  he  did  it ;"  Good. 
"  vol.  ii.  p.  9.  This  addition,  which  could 
"  not  have  been  made  till  after  the  conver- 
"  fation  happened,  feems  either  to  have 
*c  been  inferted  by  the  Queen  into  the  body 
"  of  the  Letter ;  or,  perhaps,  fhe  having 
"  written  it  on  the  margin,  it  was  taken 
R  2  "  thence 
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"  thence  into  the  text.  If  we  fuppofe  the 
"  Letter  to  be  a  real  one,  and  written  at 
"  different  times,  as  it  plainly  bears,  this 
"  circumftance  appears  to  be  very  natural ; 
u  but  no  reafon  could  have  induced  a 
"  forger  to  have  ventured  upon  fuch  an 
4C  anachronifm,  for  which  there  was  no 
"  neceffity." 

Such  are  the  arguments  ufed  by  the  Dif- 
fertator  in  fupport  of  the  genuinenefs  of 
the  Letters ;  to  which  I  offer  the  follow- 
ing anfwers.  And,  firft,  with  refpect  to 
what  the  Differtator  calls  his  external  proof, 
all  his  arguments  may  be  thus  fhortly  an- 
fwered. 

That  Murray,  Morton,  and  their  party, 
the  Queen's  accufers,  produced  certain  Let- 
ters in  their  Secret  Council*",  and  Parliament, 

and 

*  Dr.  Robertfon  is  filent  as  to  the  firft  appearance 
of  the  Letters  in  Murray's  Secret  Council.  The  reafoa 
is  obvious.  Then  they  bore  the  Queen's  fubfcriptions  ^ 

thefe 
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and  afterwards  in  England,  before  Queen 
Elizabeth  and  her  Council,  and  aflerted 
them  to  be  genuine,  we  all  know:  and 
li-fcewife  it  muft  be  remembered,  that  the 
exhibition  and  collation  of  thofe  Letters  was 
made  entirely  by  the  accufers  themfelves, 
and  that  upon  Mary's  afferting  them  to  be 
forged,  and,  with  the  utmoft  folicitude, 
fupplicating  for  an  infpe&ion  of  them,  her 
requeft  was  refufed ;  and,  to  flop  all  fur- 
ther queftions,  Murray  and  his  aflociates 
were  directly  fent  to  Scotland,  with  their 
Box  and  Letters,  which  never  afterwards 
iaw  the  light. 

But  it  is  faid  that  the  Earl  of  Lennox 
and  his  Lady  believed  Queen  Mary  to  be 
guilty  of  the  murder  of  Lord  Darnley. 
To  this  it  is  anfwered,  That  the  Earl  of 
Lennox  appears  indeed  to  have  joined  the 
Earl  of  Murray  againft  the  Queen ;  whe- 

thefe  were  withdrawn  when  they  next  appeared  in  the 
Parliament  :< — a  mcft  convincing  proof  of  their  falfe-r 
hood,  as  we  have  ftiewn.  See  page  82, 

R  3  ther 
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ther  in  his  confcience  he  believed  her  to  be 
guilty,  is  another  point.  If  he  really 
did  fo,  he  probably  was  feduced  by  his 
friend  Murray,  from  political  views  for 
himfelf,  in  which  he  was  fuccefsful,  as  he 
fucceeded  Murray  in  the  Regency:  to 
which  he  having  attained,  it  was  not  to  be 
expected  that  he  would  declare  the  inno- 
cence of  the  Queen,  which  would  have 
dethroned  his  grandfon,  and  loft  himfelf 
the  Regency.  As  to  the  Countefs  of 
Lennox's  believing  Queen  Mary  to  be 
guilty,  we  have  a  direct  authority  to  the 
contrary.  Queen  Mary,  in  a  letter  to 
the  Archbifhop  of  Glafgow,  acquaints  him 
thus:  4-  The  Countefs  of  Lennox,  my 
"  mother-in-law,  died  about  a  month 
44  ago. — This  good  Lady  was,  thanks  to 
44  God,  in  very  good  correfpondence  with 
44  me  thefe  five  or  fix  years  by-gone ;  and 
44  has  confefled  to  me,  by  fundry  letters 
"  under  her  hand,  which  I  carefully  pre- 
*4  ferve,  the  injury  fhe  did  me  by  the 

4C  unjuft 
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"  unjuft  purfuits  which  fhe  allowed  to  go 
"  out  againft  me  in  her  name,  through 
"  bad  information,  but  principally,  fhe  faid, 
u  by  the  exprefs  orders  of  the  ^ueen  of 
u  England,  and  the  perfiiafion  of  her  Council  \ 
"  who  took  much  folicitude,  that  fhe  and 
"  I  might  never  come  to  good  underftand- 
"  ing  together.  But  how  foon  fhe  came 
"  to  know  of  my  innocence,  fhe  defifted 
"  from  any  farther  purfuit  againft  me,  nay 
"  went  fo  far  as  to  r^fufe  her  confent  to  any 
"  thing  they  fhould  acT:  againft  me  in  her 
<c  name*."  Therefore,  upon  confidering 
impartially  both  fides  of  this  argument, 
I  may  fafely  leave  it  to  the  reader  to  make 
the  conclufion.  I  next  proceed  to  confider 
the  internal  proofs  of  the  authenticity  of 
the  Letters. 

i.  That  the  eagernefs  of  a  forger  would 
have  naturally  hurried  him  on  to  make  the 

*  See  the  original,  Appendix,    N9  VI. 

R  4  Letters 
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Letters  quite  explicit  with  regard  to  Mary's 
guilt,  of  which  only  dark  hints  are  given 
In  the  Letters  :  whence  Lefly,  and  others  of 
the  Queen's  friends,  have  inferred,  that  the 
Letters  are  no  proof  of  the  crimes  alleged 
againft  her. 

It  is  anfvvered,  That  the  obfervation  may 
hold  good  in  fome  cafes ;  and,  if  the  Letters 
in  queftion  had  been  the  operation  of  one 
fmgle  perfon,  it  is  very  poflible  he  might 
"have  run  into  that  extreme.  But  let  it  be 
confidered,  who  are  the  fuppofed  a&ors  in 
this  fcene ;  Murray,  Morton,  Secretary  Le- 
thington,  and  George  Buchanan  :  a  junto 
which  I  believe  it  will  be  difficult  to  paral- 
lel in  any  nation  or  at  any  time  together. 
Can  rafhnefs,  or  want  of  capacity,  be  im- 
puted to  fuch  a  knot  of  politicians  ?  Yet 
let  it  be  fuppofed,  that  even  they  might  err, 
I  have  already  given  one  inftance,  where, 
in  all  probability,  the  compilers  of  the  Let- 
ters did  err,  and  were  hurried  on  by  this 

eagernefs 
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eagerhefs  fo  common  to  forgers  *,  to  wit, 
in  making  thefe  Letters,  at  their  very  firft 
appearance  in  the  Secret  Council,  bear  the 
Queen's  fubfcription ;  but  upon  cool  reflec- 
tion, that  a  fubfcription  tofuch  "  foul  matter* 
would  render  the  whole  fufpicious,  they 
wifely  ftifled  their  firft  production  almoft 
in  its  birth,  and,  in  every  after-appearance 
of  this  fuppofititious  foundling,  they  chofe 
to  exhibit  him  without  a  name.  In  this 
they  well  enough  forefaw  there  could  be 
no  danger.  They  knew  that  the  contents 
of  the  Letters,  with  their  account  of  the 
way  by  which  they  came  into  their  pof- 
feffion,  lame  as  it  was,  would  anfwer  all  the 
purpofes  they  intended  before  fo  well-dif-* 
pofed  a  judge  as  Elizabeth. 

This  we  apprehend  is  a  fufficient  anfwer 
to  Dr.  Robertfon's  ingenious  obfervation, 
when  applied  to  the  Letters  :  but  a 
more  particular  one  fhall  now  be  given, 

*  Pages  82,  &  feq.  of  this  Inquiry. 

which, 
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which,  allowing  the  Doctor's  obferration 
to  be  in  the  general  well  founded,  as 
I  think  it  is,  will  convince  the  reader, 
that  in  the  prefent  cafe  it  is  totally  mif- 
applied. 

The  Letters,  fays  Dr.  Robertfon,  contain 
only  imperfect  hints  and  obfcure  intima- 
tions with  refpect  to  the  murder.  Let  this 
be  granted.  As  a  leading  Hep,  however, 
to  the  murder,  the  Confederates  accufed  the 
Queen  of  a  criminal  intercourfe  with  Both^ 
well :  that  being  once  eftablifhed,  the  im- 
perfect obfcure  hints  in  the  Letters,  as  to 
the  murder,  become  perfect,  clear,  and 
luminous.  The  adultery  is  a  proof  of  the 
murder  ;  it  is  the  key  to  unfold,  to  explain^ 
the  imperfect  hints  j  and  what  from  the 
Letters,  when  taken  per  fc,  were  only  pre- 
fumptions,  now  become  clear  proof  againft 
her  as  to  the  murder.  Here  we  fee  a  plan 
worthy  the  genius  of  Murray,  Morton,  and 
Lethington. 

Let 
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Let   us    fee   its    execution. In   the 

Queen's  filver  box,  as  affirmed  by  Mor- 
ton, there  were  found  certain  French 
Sonnets,  written  with  the  Queen's  own 
hand,  and  fent  by  her  to  the  Earl  of 
Bothwell.  This  French  poem  muft  then 
be  confidered  in  the  fame  view,  and  of  the 
fame  contexture,  with  the  Letters,  and  as 
combining  together  to  prove  the  criminal 
correfpondence  between  the  Queen  and 
Bothwell,  and  confequent  murder  of  the 
King. 

Now,  let  us  fee  if  this  written  evidence, 
alleged  to  be  under  the  Queen's  own  hand, 
amounts  to  no  more  "  than  imperfeft  bints% 
"  obfcure  intimations^^  dark  exprefflons  :"— 
which,  according  to  the  learned  Doctor, 
bear  no  refemblance  to  that  glare  and  fu- 
perfluity  of  evidence  which  forgeries  com- 
monly contain, 

To   prove   the  contrary,   and   that   the 
Sonnets  produced  by  Murray  and  Morton 

againft 
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againft  the  Queen,  have  thofe  very  fufpi- 
cious  features  ftrongly  marked  on  them, 
and  that  broad  glare  of  forgery  ib  well 
defcribed  above,  I  fliall  go  little  farther 
than  the  very  firft  ftanza  of  this  Sonnet. 

CertaneFrench  Sonnettis,  'written  lethe^uenc 
of  Scottis  to  Rothud  before  Mr  marriage  to 
blniy  and  while  her  bujband  levity  &c, 

*  O  Dieux  ayez  de  moy  eompaffion  ! 
Et  m'enfeignez  quelle  preuve  certain 
Je  puis  donner,  qui  ne  luy  femble  vain, 
De  mon  amour  et  ferme  affedion. 
Helas!   ne'ft  ilpasja  en  poffeffion 
Du  corps ,  du  coeur,  qui  ne  refufe  paine, 
Ny  defooneur  en  la  vie  incertaine, 

Offence 

*  Ye  gods  have  eompaffion  on  me  ! 

And  fhow  what  certain  proof 

I  may  give,  which  may  not  feem  to  him  vain, 

Of  my  love  and  fixt  affe&ion. 

Alas  !   is  he  not  already  in  poffeffion 

Of  my  My,  and  heart,  which  refufes  neither  pain, 

Nor  difhonour  in  life, 

Offenqj 
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Offence  de  parents,  ny  pire  afflidion  ? 
Pour  luy  tous  mes  amis  j'eftime  moins  que 

rien, 

y*ay  haxarde  pour  luy  nom  et  confidence ; 
Je  veux  pour  luy  au  monde  renoncer, 
Je  veux  mourir  pour  luy  avancer. 
Que  refte  il  plus  pourprouver  ma  conftance? 

Entre  fes  mains,  et  en  fon  plein  pouvoir, 
Je  metz  monjil^  mon  honeur^  et  ma  'Die  ; 
Monpais,  mesfubjettes^  mon  ame  affubjeftee* — 

Pour  luy  auffi  je  jette  mainte  larmes, 
Premier  quand  il  fefjl  de  ce  corps  poj/effeur, 
&c. 

Offence  of  relations,  or  the  worft  of  aifli^ion  ? 

For  him  I  have  no  regard  to  friends; 

For  him  I  rifk  both  my  fame  and  conference  ; 

I  will  die  to  promote  him. 

What  other  proofs  then  can  I  give  of  my  conftancy  ? 

Into  his  hands,  and  in  his  power, 

I  have  thrown  my  fon,  my  honour,  and  my  life, 

My  kingdom,  my  fubje&s,  my  fubjeded  foul. • 

For  him  I  poured  out  many  tears, 
Firft  when  he  took  pofleffion  of  my  body,  &c.  &c. 

I  think 


INQUIRY  into  the  EVIDENCE 

I  think  I  may  very  fafely  alt  the  candid 
Do&or,  and  rely  upon  his  own  opinion,  if 
in  thefe  verfes  there  are  only  imperfett  blnts^ 
or  obfcure  exprejjions  of  the  Queen's  crimi- 
nal love  ?  Could  the  moft  abandoned  of 
the  fex  have  expreffed  herfelf  in  plainer 
terms,  or  in  coarfer  expreffion,  than  the 
author  of  thefe  low  verfes  has  done  ?  Let 
me  likewife  afk,  Do  none  of  thofe  fufpi- 
cious  ,  marks,  which  the  Doctor  rightly 
fays  are  ordinary  indications  of  a  forgery, 
appear  in  them  ;  "  that  eagernefs  and  foli- 
"  citude  which  always,"  fays  he,  "  prompts 
"  the  forger  to  avoid  any  appearance  of 
"  uncertainty,  and  to  ufe  expreffions  the 
<c  moft  explicit  and  full  for  his  purpofe  ?" 
The  point  in  view  was,  to  prove,  beyond 
all  doubt,  by  the  Queen's  own  confeffion, 
her  guilty  amour  with  Bothwell.  And  has 
not  this  forger  actually  done  fo  ?  Can  any 
thing  exceed  the  eagernefs  which  hurries 
him  on  to  fhow,  in  the  very  fifth  line  of 

'  his 
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his  work,  the  main  drift  of  his  whole  per- 
formance ? 

"  Alas  !  is  not  Bothwell  in  pofleffion  of  my 

body? 
"  Have  I  not  thrown  my  fon,  my  honour, 

my  life  into  his  hands  ? 
"  My  kingdom,  my  fubjeds,  my  foul  fub- 

je&ed  to  him. 
44  What  tears  have  I  fhed  fmce  he  pofleflfed 

himfelf  of  my  body  ?" — — 

How  rank  does  this  fmell ! — Well  might 

Brantome  *  and  Ronfard,   who  had  often 

feen  and  extolled  the  beauty  and  elegance 

of  federal  of  Mary's  compofitions,  declare,, 

that 

*  "  Elle  compofoitde  vers,  dont  j'en  ay  veu  aucun 
<c  de  beaux  et  tres  bien  faits,  et  nullement  refemblant 
"  a  ceux  qu'on  lui  a  mis  fus  avoir  fait  fur  Tamour  du 
*'  Comte  de  Bothuel.  Us  fon  trop  groffiers  et  mal 
"  polis  pour  etre  fortis  d'elle."  Brantome,  vol.  i. 

That  the  Reader  may  judge  for  himfelf  on  a  com- 
parifon,  we  give  from  Brantome  the  following  ftanzas 
of  an  Elogy  made  by  Queen  Mary  on  the  death  of  her 
hufband  King  Francis  IL 

§  i- 
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that  thofe  French  Sonnets  could  not  be 
hers !  I  own  I  cannot  forbear  expreffing 
my  amazement,  that  two  fuch  elegant 
writers,  and  judges  of  writing,  as  Dr.  Ro- 
bertfon  and  Mr.  Hume,  fliould  ever  have 

been 

§  I- 

Ce  que  m'eftoit  plaifant 
Ores  m'eft  peine  dure, 
Le  jour  le  plus  luifant 
M'eft  nuit  noire  et  obfcure, 
Et  n'eft  rien  fi  exquis 
Qui  de  moy  foit  requis. 

§2. 

Pour  mon  mal  eftranger 
Je  ne  m'arrefte  en  place, 
Mais  j'en  ay  beau  changer 
Si  ma  douleur  n'efface, 
Car  mon  pis,  et  mon  mieux, 
Sent  les  plus  deferts  lieux. 

§3- 

Si  en  quelque  fejour 
Soit  en  bois,  ou  en  pres, 
Soit  vers  Taube  de  jour 
Ou  foit  fur  la  vefpree, 
Sans  cefle  mon  coeur  fent 
Le  regret  dun  abfent. 

§4- 
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been  impofed  upon  by  fo  coarfe  and  pal- 
pable an  impofture. 

I  have  been  thus  full  in  the  difcuffion  of 
the  above  general  obfervation  of  Dr,  Ro- 
bertfon,  which  is  fine  and  fenfible,  as  it 

naturally 


§4. 
Si  par  fois  vers  les  cieux 

Viens  adrefler  ma  vue, 
Le  doux  trait  de  fes  yeux 
Je  vois  en  une  nue, 
Soudain  le  voys  en  1'eau 
Comme  dans  fon  tombeau  *. 

§  5- 

Si  je  fuis  en  repos 

Sommeillant  fur  .na  couche 
J'oy  qui  me  tient  propos 
Je  le  fens  qui  me  touche, 
En  labeur  en  recoy 
Toujours  eft  pres  demoy. 

*  In  illuftration  of  this  ftanza,  it  may  be  proper  to  ob- 
ferve,  that  in  Queen  Mary's  time,  and  at  this  day,  em- 
belliihed  fountains  and  canals  were  the  chief  ornaments  of 
gardens  in  France.  Every  palace  was  ornamented  with  a 
piece  of  water,  L,  Elibank. 

.VOL.  I.  S  §  6. 
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naturally  led  me  likewife  to  the  detection 
of  another  falfe  witnefs  againft  Queen  Mary ; 
in  tracing  of  whom,  I  have  taken  Dr.  Ro- 

bertfon 

§  6. 

Mets  chanfon  ici  fin, 

A  fi  trifle  complainte, 

Dont  fera  le  refrin, 

4  Amour  vraye,  et  non  feinte, 

*  Pour  la  reparation 

*  N'aura  diminution.' 

Lord  Hailes  feems  to  have  a  mean  opinion  of  Queen 
Mary's  poetry.  He  quotes  the  4th  ftanza  with  this  re- 
mark j  "  This  I  fuppofe  is  what  Brantome  reckoned 
'*  beau  et  gentil"  And  on  the  laft  ftanza  he  remarks, 
"  This  may  ferve  to  mew  what  fort  of  poetry  it  was 
"  which  Mary  indeed  wrote." 

I  am  loth  to  diflent  from  the  opinion  of  fo  able 
a  critic.  But  in  a  matter  of  mere  tafte,  of  which 
I  know  no  fixed  ftandard,  every  one  is  at  liberty  to 
judge  of  what  pleafes  himfelf.  In  my  humble  opi- 
nion, the  poem  taken  altogether  is  a  fine  compofition. 
Ronfard,  one  of  the  firft  poets  of  that  age,  thought 
it  fo.  The  thoughts  are  natural,  and  fimple,  well 
connected,  and  elegantly  exprefled.  The  4th  ftanza 
appears  to  me,  particularly,  to  be  beautiful,  and  po- 
etical. 

The 
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bertfon  for  my  guide,  and  by  holding  up 
the  torch  which  he  has  furniflied  me  with 
to  the  countenance  of  the  difguifed  author 

of 

The  Queen  in  the  firft  days  of  grief,  on  the  lofs  of 
her  young  hufband,  is  fuppofed  to  indulge  her  melan- 
choly by  the  fide  of  a  fountain  in  the  gardens  of  one 
of  the  royal  palaces  in  France.  If  I  may  be  allowed 

to  paraphrafe  this  poem,  it  may  run  thus. 1  find, 

fays  the  Queen,  every  object  that  furrounds  me,  now 
changed  $ 

§  i. 

What  formerly  was  pleafant  to  my  eyes 

Now  gives  me  pain. 

The  brighteft  day> 

To  mej  feems  dark  and  obfcure  night. 

For  the  moft  exquifite  delights 

I  now  have  neither  rjelifh  or  defire. 

§    2. 

As  a  relief,  for  my  fingular  misfortune 

I  wander  from  place  to  place  5 

But  'tis  in  vain  to  think  of  change, 

Which  effaces  not  my  grief; 

For  fcenes  which  formerly  gave  me  delight 

Are  now  become  frightful  folitudes  to  me. 

§3- 

If  in  fome  folitary  retreat 

Amidft  the  wood,  or  in  the  plain ; 

S  2  Whether 
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df  this  French   poem,  I  have  fhown  that 
he  truly  bears  the  identical  glaring  features 

Whether  in  the  morning's  dawn, 

Or  in  the  evening's  (hade, 

Still  my  heart  feels  its  irreparable  lofs. 

§4- 

Ifl  lift  my  eyes  to  heaven, 

I  figure  to  myfelf  his  fweet  features 

In  the  clouds ; 

Soon  cafting  my  eyes 

On  the  wat'ry  fcene  below, 

I  fee  him,  as  in  his  grave. 

§   5- 

When  I  lay  myfelf  to  reft, 
If  flumbering  on  my  couch, 
I  think  I  hear  his  fweet  voice 
In  converfation  with  me, 
I  dream  as  if  1  felt  him  by  my  fide, 
Reftlefs,  or  at  eafe, 
He  ftill  is  prefent  with  me. 

§  6. 

Here  let  me  put  an  end 
To  my  fad  complaint, 
Of  which  the  theme  fhall  be, 
*  Sincere  and  unfeigned  love 
c  Shall  never  by  feparation 
4  Suffer  any  diminution.' 

10  by 
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by  which  the  Doctor  has  juftly  defcribed 
and  diilingiiiflied  a  forger  *. 

I  now  proceed  to  confider  the  other  ar- 
guments laid  down  by  the  Diflertator,  in 
their  courfe. 

It  is  not  like  the  Dodor's  ufual  candour 
to  ufe  an  argument  from  the  mouths  of 
Queen  Mary's  friends  againft  herfelf,  as  if 
they  had  pleaded  that  the  Letters  were  not 
conclufive.  If  any  of  her  advocates  have 
ufed  weak  or  fallacious  arguments  in  her 
defence,  can  thefe  be  fairly  ufed  to  her 
prejudice  ?  It  is  impoffible,  that  the  moft 
innocent  of  mortals  could  treat  any  indig- 
nity offered  them  with  greater  detefiation 
and  refentment,  than  the  Queen  herfelf 

*  As  thefe  French  Sonnets  were  alfo  produced  by 
Morton,  and  alleged  to  be  found  in  the  fame  Box 
with  the  Letters,  therefore  the  fame  objections  already 
made  with  refpeft  to  their  firft  appearance  in  his  hands, 
applies  with  equal  force  to  the  Sonnets,  and  need  not 
bs  here  repeated. 

S  3  has 
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has  done  Murray's  accufation,  in  all  her 
letters  to  Elizabeth,  and  to  her  own  com- 
miffioners,  laid  before  the  Englifh  council. 
Her  caufe,  therefore,  cannot  with  candour 
fuffer  on  that  account. 

Second  and  third  arguments,  That  the 
Letters  contain  many  natural,  but  foreign 
and  fuperfluous  circumftances ;  arid  the 
truth  of  the  circumftances  mentioned 
therein,  is  proved  by  other  collateral  evir 
dence, 

To  this  I  anfwer,  Let  us,  on  the  fup- 
pofition  of  forgery,  confider  the  plan  that 
the  authors  of  the  Letters  muft  be  fuppofed 
to  have  followed  in  their  work.  They 
were  to  write  Letters,  as  from  the  Queen 
at  Glafgow,  to  her  paramour,  Bothwell, 
in  Edinburgh,  which,  by  certain  paflages 
in  them,  fhould  indicate  a  criminal  cor- 
refpqndence  between  the  Queen  and  Bothr 
well ;  and  thefe,  to  give  the  greater  colour 

of 
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of  truth,  were  to  be  interwoven  with  cer- 
tain other  incidents  relating  to  herfelf  and 
other  perfons  and  occurrences  that  really 
happened  while  the  Queen  was  at  Glafgow. 
The  firft  thing  to  be  done  in  profecution 
of  this  plan,  muft  furely  have  been,  to  get 
good  information  of  the  Queen's  iituation 
at  that  time,  of  what  perfons  were  about  her, 
and  what  occurrences  then  happened  in  her 
prefence.  For  comparing  all  this  they  could 
be  under  no  difficulty.  Murray,  Morton,  and 
Lethington,  were  all  of  them  at  that  time  in 
the  Queen's  confidence ;  Lethington  was  her 
fecretary  ;  none  of  them  therefore  could 
be  ignorant  that  {he,  at  that  time,  was 
affected  with  a  pain  in  berjide.  Befides,  as 
the  Earl  of  Lennox's  people  were  then  in 
the  houfe  about  the  King's  perfon,  parti- 
cularly Thomas  Crawford,  the  perfon  men- 
tioned in  the  firft  Letter,  they  muft  have 
known  every  thing  that  happened  to  the 
Queen,  or  in  her  company,  at  Glafgow, 
only  a  few  months  before.  This  Craw- 
S  4  ford 
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ford  *  was  brought  before  the  Englifh 
commiflioners,  as  a  witnefs  for  the  truth 
of  fome  of  thofe  circumftances  mentioned 
in  the  Letters ;  which  probably  were  all 
very  true,  as  his  declaration  as  to  thofe 
circumftances  might  alfo  be ;  and  yet  can 
be  no  evidence  that  the  Letters  were  not 
forged.  For  it  is  not  to  be  doubted,  that 
this  Crawford,  who  was  placed  by  the 
Earl  of  Lennox  as  a  fpy  upon  the  Queen 
during  her  ftay  with  the  King  at  Glaf- 
gow,  would  faithfully  relate  all  that  paffed 
to  his  mafter  Lennox.  The  contrivers  of 
the  Letters,  then,  could  not  poflibly  fall 
upon  an  abler  perfon  than  this  very  Craw- 
ford, to  inform  them  of  thofe  occurrences 

*  This  noted  perfon  appears,  on  other  occafions,  to 

have  been  a  very  ufeful  tool  of  Murray. In  the  year 

1569,  he  was  underhand  made  ufe  of  by  him  to  accufe 
Secretary  Lethington,  as  accefTory  to  the  King's  mur- 
der ;  when  Murray  at  that  time  had  become  jealous  of 
Lethington,  as  fufpe&ing  him  of  being  in  the  Queen's 
intereft,  and  therefore  wanted  to  get  rid  of  him.  Y'nk 
Crawford's  Memoir 7,  p.  134. 

and 
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and  converfations,  and  afterwards  to  give 
teftimony  to  the  truth  of  his  own  nar- 
rative. 

On  this  head,  however,  I  muft  obferve, 
that  perhaps  a  more  jufl  and  well-founded 
ground  of  fufpicion  cannot  arife,  than 
from  an  over-exact  and  minute  concur- 
rence of  witnefles  in  every  particular : 
Such  precife  agreement  muft  always. appear 
to  be  ftudied,  and  prefupjpofes  a  collufion. 
— To  apply  this  to  Crawford's  teftimony 
in  the  cafe  before  us : 

The  Queen,  we  fee,  in  her  firft  Letter, 
is  made  to  recite  to  Bothwell,  according  to 
her  remembrance,  what  pafled  in  feveral 
converfations  between  her  and  the  King  at 
Glafgow  *.  The  King,  according  to  Craw- 
ford's teftimony,  we  muft  fuppofe,  did 
moft  minutely  repeat  every  circumftance 
of  thofe  very  converfations  to  Crawford., 
agreeing  exactly  with  what  the  Queen  had 
!>y  herfelf  written  in  her  Letter  to  Both  well. 

*  Appendix,   N°  I. 

And, 
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And,  laftly,  we  muft  again  fuppofe  this 
Crawford  to  have  been  endued  with  fo 
happy  a  memory,  that  at  the  diftance  of 
two  years,  he  could  recoiled:  every  parti- 
cular in  thefe  converfations,  and  give  h'i3 
oath  to  the  verity  of  them.  But,  as  a  help 
to  his  memory,  and  to  remove  fufpicion 
on  that  account,  Crawford  has  faid,  that, 
to  the  intent  he  might  report  the  converfa- 
tions  again  to  his  mafter  Lennox,  he  did 
immediately  write  the  fame,  word  for 
word  *.  Let  me  afk,  why  this  exadhiefs, 
to  write  down  what  he  could  tell  Lennox, 
who  was  himfelf  at  Glafgow,  byword  of 
mouth,  the  next  minute?  And  for  what 
end  did  he  keep  thefe  writings  by  him 
after  he  had  told  them  to  Lennox  ?  From 
infpiration  or  forefight,  no  doubt,  that 
fome  years  after  he  was  to  be  called  upon 
to  relate  over  again  thefe  converfaticns  be- 
fore Queen  Elizabeth  and  her  council,  to 

*  Anderfon,  vol.  iv.  part  ii,  p.  169,  Goodall,  vol.  ii, 
p.  246* 

give 
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give  faith  to  Letters,  of  whofe  future  ex- 
iftence,  at  the  time  that  he  fet  down  his 
notes,  there  was  not  a  probability.  Thefe 
obfervations,  in  my  apprehenfion,  mufi 
juftly  render  this  noted  perfon's  teftimony 
extremely  fufpicious  and  improbable.  But, 
on  the  whole,  let  his  evidence  be  allowed 
to  be  ftri&ly  true,  ftill,  for  the  reafons 
given,  it  can  be  no  proof  that  the  Letters 
were  not  fpurious. 

On  this  article  the  Diflertator  has  un- 
folded a  mighty  myftery,  in  the  affair 
mentioned  fo  often  by  the  Queen  in  the 
firft  Letter,  concerning  Mynto,  Hiegair, 
and  Walcar,  which  the  Diflertator  is  pleafed 
to  fay  was  altogether  unknown^  till  a  letter 
of  the  Queen's  to  the  Archbiihop  of  Glaf- 
gow,  publifhed  by  Keith,  difcovered  it  to 
be  an  affair  of  importance. 

It  appears  indeed  by  the  Queen's  letter 
to  the  Archbifhop,  that  this  affair  was  truly 

a  matter 
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a  matter  of  great  importance;  but  that  it 
was  altogether  unknown,  until  difcovered 
by  a  letter  publiflied  by  Mr.  Keith,  is 
diredly  contrary  to  the  very  words  of  the 
Letter  in  queftion.  The  Queen  thus  writes 
to  the  Biihop :  "  A  fervant  of  zouris, 
tc  William  Walcar,  came  to  our  prefens — • 
"  at  Sterveling,  and — declarit  to  us,  how 
"  it  was — opinly  bruited^ — that  the  King, 
u  by  the  affiftance  of  fum  of  our  nobility, 
**  fuld  tak  the  Prince  our  fone,  and  crowne  - 
"  him ;  and,  being  crownit,  his  fader 
w  fuld  take  upon  him  the  government: — 
"that  Walcar  being  preffit,  he  nominated 
K  William  Hiegait,  alfwa  zour  fervant, 
**"  for  his  cheif  author. — Quhairupon  we 
14  tuke  occafion,  with  diligence,  to  fend 
"  for  Hiegait ;  quha  being  inquirh  in  our 
"  counfell)  of  his  communication  had  with 
"  Walear,  he  denyit,  as  well  apairt,  as  be- 
"  ing  confronted  togidder; — onlie  he  con^ 

«  feffit, 
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a  feffit,  that  he  hard  of  a  bruit  how  the 
"  King  fuld  be  put  in  ward  *." 

This  Letter  from  the  Queen  is  dated  the 
2Oth  of  January  1567,  a  day  or  two  before 
fhe  is  £ud  to  have  gone  to  Glafgow, — 
Now,  as  we  fee  this  ftory  was  openly  fprcad 
abroad  before  it  had  come  to  the  .Queen's 
ears ;  and  that  fhe  had  ordered  thefe  two 
men,  the  fuppofed  authors,  to  be  examined 
before  her  Council^  of  which  Murray,  Mor- 
ton, and  Secretary  Lethington,  were  mem- 
bers at  that  time,  and  therefore  muft  have 
known  every  circumftance  relating  to  it; 
the  contrivers  of  the  Letters,  therefore, 
could  not  have  fallen  upon  an  incident  that 
was  fo  w-ell  known  at  that  time  as  this  ftory 
of  Walcar  and  Hiegait,  which  had  made 
fo  much  noife  as  to  be  taken  notice  of  by 
the  Queen's  Privy  Council. 

This  is  the  mighty  fecret,  of  which  the 
Diflertator,  at  the  diftance  of  two  hundred 

*  Keith,  Preface,  p,  7,  8. 

years. 
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years,  aflumes  to  himfelf  the  difcovery !  But 
we  fhall  foon  fee  a  ftill  more  curious  in- 
ftance  of  this  Author's  ingenuity,  in  ex- 
plaining a  paflage  of  the  Letters,  which  he 
tells  us  had  fairly  efcaped  the  penetration 
of  Murray,  and  his  affiftants,  Lethington 
and  Buchanan,  viz. 

His  fourth  argument,  as  to  the  notes 
and  memorandums  in  the  middle  of  the 
firft  Letter. 

The  ingenious  Diflertator  looks  upon 
the  following  difcovery  as  an  unanfwerable 
proof  of  the  genuinenefs  of  the  Letters : 
The  Queen  is  made  to  fay,  "  Excufe  that 
4C  thing  that  is  fcriblit ;  I  had  na  paper 
"  zefterday  when  I  writ  that  of  the  me- 
"  mortal"  For  lack  of  paper,  then,  fays 
my  Author,  fhe  was  obliged  to  continue 
her  Letter  on  a  feparate  paper,  upon  which 
flie  had  previoufly  written  her  notes  and 
memorandums ;  which  is  a  circumftance, 
5 


agalnfl  MARY  %ueen  of  SCOTS.       271 

fays  he,  that  no  forger  could  poffibly  have 
thought  of. 

I  own  this  obfervation  is  ingenious,  and 
fhows  with  what  attention  the  Diflertator 
has  fcrutinized  this  affair.  Bnt  ftill  I  can- 
not allow  him  to  be  more  clear-fighted  in 
this  matter  than  his  friends  Murray,  Mor- 
ton, Secretary  Lethington,  and  Buchanan, 
whofe  talents  for  conducting  fo  dark  an 
affair,  I  am  of  opinion,  could  net  be  ex- 
ceeded by  any  perfon.  To  make  out  his 
argument,  therefore,  we  muft  believe,  as 
the  Differtator  tells  us,  that  the  above 
four  fage  politicians,  who  were  pofleffed 
of  the  Letters,  and  knew  every  circum- 
ftance  that  is  mentioned  in  them,  or  relat- 
ing to  them,  and  fo  recent  as  within  a 
few  months  of  their  fuppofed  date,  were 
fo  utterly  ignorant  of  their  contents,  as  to 
make  a  blunder  in  explaining  their  mean- 
ing to  the  commiffioners  at  York,  which 
this  ingenious  gentleman,  at  the  diftance 

of 
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of  two  hundred  years,  has  now  difcovered, 
and  fet  to  rights.  This  is  rather  too  much 
to  be  granted  to  him  upon  a  bare  con- 
jecture. 

The  Queen  is  made  to  refer  Bothwell  to 
the  bearer  of  the  Letter,  for  full  informa- 
tion as  to  feveral  things  which  {he  had  not 
time  or  intention  to  write  fully  of.  "  Up- 
"  on  this  point"  (fays  fhe)  "  the  bearer  will 
"  fhew  you  many  fmall  things."  Again, 
"This  bearer  will  tell  you  the  reft; 
u  and  gif  I  learn  ony  thing  hier,  I  will 
"  make  you  memorial  at  even  *."  The  Let- 
ter is  made  to  be  written  at  different  times, 
in  the  fpace  of  two  days :  and,  at  the  con- 
clufion  of  each  night's  writing,  there  is 
added  a  few  notes,  which  are  profefledly 
a  fummary  of  the  preceding  heads  of  the 
Letter ;  and,  at  the  end  of  this  Letter,  the 
Queen  is  made  to  fay,  "  Excufe  that  thing 
"  that  is  fcriblit,  for  I  had  na  paper  zefter- 

*  Appendix,  N°  I. 

"day 
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€C  day  when  I  wrait  thai  of  the  memorial" 
I  afk  the  Reader  now,  if,  confidently  with 
common  language  and  grammar,  the  ex- 
preffioris,  "  that  thing  that  is  fcriblit," — • 
and  "  that  of  the  memorial,"  can  be  with 
any  fort  of  propriety  applied  to  any  part  of 
the  very  Letter  which  fhe  then  continued 
to  write  ?  The  word  that^  in  plain  lan- 
guage, refers  to  a  feparate  paper :  nor  is  it 
poflible  to  apply  it  to  any  other  memorial, 
than  that  of  the  "  many  fmall  things," 
concerning  which  fhe  referred  Bothwell  to 
the  bearer,  to  explain  to  him  fully.  This 
is  the  plain  fenfe  of  the  words  themfelves ; 
and  in  this  fenfe  have  Lethington  and  Bu- 
chanan explained  them,  \n  their  conference 
with  the  Englifli  commiffioners  at  York. 
The  memorial  there  meant,  "  is  in  the  credit" 
(fay  they)  "  given  to  Paris  the  bearer  *." 
Can  words  be  more  pofitive  than  this  ?  But, 
fays  our  Author,  thefe  gentlemen  were  in  a 

*  Paper-office,    Goodall,  vol.  ii,  p.  152. 

VOL,  I.  T  miftake 
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mlftake  as  to  this,  and  underftood  nothing 
of  the  matter  ;  for  now  I  have  difcovered, 
that  fcnblit  •writing^  called  the  memorial, 
was  no  other  than  a  part  of  her  very  Let- 
ter, on  which  fhe  had  previoufly  made  fome 
memorandums,  but  was  now  forced  to 
fcribble  her  Letter  upon  it,  for  want  of 
paper*  If -we  can  poffibly  fuppofe  that  to 
have  been  the  cafe,  all  this  fcribbling  upon 
a  paper  already  blotted  with  notes  and  me- 
morandums, muft  undoubtedly  have  ap- 
peared upon  the  face  of  the  Letter  irfelf ; 
in  which  cafe  it  is  impoffible  to  fuppofe,  that 
Lethington  and  Buchanan,  who  faw,  and 
had  in  their  hand  at  the  very  time,  the  ori- 
ginal, could  have  miftaken  the  fenfe  of  this 
paflage  in  the  Letter.  In  fhort,  the  whole 
of  this  new  obfervation  is  mere  conje&ure 
and  conceit,  not  only  unfupported  by  any 
evidence,  but  in  direct  contradiction  to  the 
exprefs  and  natural  fenfe  of  this  pafTage, 
given  us  by  Lethington  and  Buchanan 
themfelves  j  who,  after  all*  will,  at  leaflv 
2  be 
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be  allowed  to  have  been  more  intimately 
acquainted  with  the  contents,  and  to  have 
underftood  their  meaning  better,  than  even 
the  ingenious  Diflertator* 

Upon  this  paflage  of  the  memorandums, 
Mr.  Hume  makes  a  very  ftrange  obferva- 
tion :  "  In  this  Letter,"  (fays  he)  "  which 
"  fhe  penned  late  at  night,  her  paper  failed 
"  her,  and  fhe  takes  down  a  memoran- 
"  dum  of  what  fhe  intended  to  add  next 
"  morning  ;  and  it  is  added  accordingly.  A 
"  circumftance"  (continues  he)  "  not  likely 
<c  to  occur  to  a  forger  *."  In  anfwer  to 
this,  I  only  defire  the  Reader  to  look  into 
that  part  of  the  Letter  which  follows  this 
memorandum,  iir'which  there  is  not  one 
'word  that  has  relation  to  tbefe  memorandums, 
except  the  laft  refpedting  Livingfton  f . 

*  Hume,  vol.  ii.  p.  498. 

f  Mr.  Hume,  fenfible  of  having  nq  ground  for  the 
above  aflertion,  has  dropped  this  paflage  in  the  fecond 
edition  of  his  Hiftory. 

T  2  I  fhall 
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I  (hall  now,  in  my  turn,  make  one 
obfervation  from  the  Letter  itfelf,  as  it 
ftands. 


This  Letter  appears  to  have  been  the 
fubjecl:  of  two  nights'  writing;  at  the  end 
of  the  firft  night,  the  Queen  is  made  to  fay, 
fhe  is  going  to  bed,  "  yet  I  ceafe  not  to 
"  fcrible  all  the  remains  of  the  paper." 
Then  follows  a  fhort  note  of  the  heads  of 
what  fhe  had  written.  The  night  after, 

when  fhe  comes  to  the  very  clofe  of  the 

/ 

Letter,  there  are  added  likewife  a  few  notes, 
or  memorandums,  fuch  aSj  "  Remember 
<c  you  of  the  purpofe  of  Lady  Reres," 
&c.  All  which  is  natural.  Now  if,  ac- 
cording to  this  difcovery  -pf  the  Diflertator, 
fhe  was  obliged  to  write  part  of  the  Letter 
upon  her  paper  of  notes,  which  fhe  had 
kept  for  marking  down  what  occurred ;  by 
what  ftrange  accident  came  it  to  pafs,  that 
this  paper  of  notes  came  to  be  fo  luckily 
divided,  as  that  one  half  of  thefe  notes  falls 

fo 
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fo  very  apropos,  as  to  make  an  exad  fum- 
mafy  of  the  preceding  part  of  the  Letter, 
and  no  more  ?  After  which  the  Letter  pro- 
ceeds to  the  end,  when  again,  a  few  other 
notes  are  as  naturally  introduced,  and  with 
which  this  Letter  concludes.  From  all 
which,  I  think  it  is  pretty  plain,  that  thefe 
notes  were  always  meant  to  pafs  for  what 
at  preferit  they  appear  to  be,  a  part  of  the 
Letter  itfelf. 

Such  are  the  proofs,  by  the  external  and 
internal  evidence,  which  the  Diflertator  has 
produced,  <md  from  which  he  has  conclud- 
ed, that  the  Letters  are  genuine.  That 
his  obfervations  are  more  ingenious  than 
folid,  I  have  attempted  to  {how,  by  a 
natural  explanation,  drawn  from  them- 
felves,  and  the  account  given  of  them  by 
Murray,  Lethington,  and  Buchanan,  at 
the  time  when  the  whole  affair  was  recent, 
and  when  thefe  perfons  had  the  original 
Letters  themfelves  in  their  hands:  their 
T  3  pofitive 
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pofitive  authority,  therefore,  muft  out- 
weigh all  modern  vague  conjectures,  how- 
ever fanciful  and  ingenious. 

I  fhall  conclude  this  piece  of  criticifm, 
by  laying  before  the  Public  a  new  proof  of 
the  forgery  of  the  Letters,  from  collateral 
evidence,  which,  as  far  as  I  know,  has  riot 
hitherto  been  taken  notice  of; — from  evi- 
dence to  which  no  objection  can  be  op- 
pofed,  as  it  comes  directly  from  the  hands 
of  Murray  and  his  confederates,  as  ex- 
hibited by  them  before  Queen  Elizabeth, 
though  cautioufly  kept  up  from  Queen 
Mary, 

Before  opening  the  argument,  I  defire 
the  Reader  to  have  in  his  eye  the  three  firft 
papers  in  the  Appendix,  viz. 

N°  I.  The  Queen's  Letter  to  Bothwell 
from  Glafgow. 

N°  II.  Part  of  Nicholas  Hubert's  con- 
feffion  with  regard  to  that  Letter ;  and 

N° 


againft  MARY  £>ueen  of  SCOTS.       279 

N°  III.    Murray's     Journal     or    Diary 

concerning  the  Queen  while  at  Glafgow. 

. 

Thefe  writings,  as  counterparts  of  each 
other,  being  brought  together  and  exa- 
mined, diredly  oppofe  and  overturn  the 
fads  as  to  the  Queen  and  Bothwell  men- 
tioned in  the  Letter;  and  amount  to  a 
convincing  proof  of  the  forgery  of  it,  and 
alfo  of  Paris's  confeffion.  Which  is  fub- 
mitted  to  the  Public  as  follows : 

The  Letter,  faid  to  have  been  written  by 
the  Queen  at  Glafgow,  plainly  appears  to 
be  the  work  of  two  days. 

According  to  the  Journal,  the  Queen 
came  to  Glafgow  upon  the  23d  day  of 
January.  Her  firft  Letter,  therefore,  was 
a£  fooneft  ended  upon  the  24th,  late  at 
night. 

Paris's  confeffion  fays,  that  after  he  had 

been  two  days  at  Glafgow  with  the  Queen, 

T  4  fhe 
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fhe  delivered  to  him  her  Letter,  with  orders 
to  carry  it  to  the  Earl  of  Bothwell,  then  at 
Edinburgh. 

Thus    far    the    above    three    writings 
agree. 


By  the  Letter,  and  likewife  by  the 
feffion,  it  is  plain,  that  Paris,  at  fooneft, 
could  only  have  arrived  at  Edinburgh  on 
the  evening  of  the  25th,  when  he  fays  in 
his  confeffion,  that  he  delivered  to  Both- 
well  himfelf  the  Queen's  Letter. 

On  the  26th,  according  to  the  fame  con- 
feffion, he  attended  Bothwell  all  that  day, 
until  after  dinner,  when  he  received  from 
him  his  anfwer  to  the  Queen's  Letter,  after 
which  he  fet  out  for  Glafgow.  And, 

On  the  2yth,  the  King  and  Queen  hav- 
ing fet  out  from  Glafgow  in  their  return  to- 
wards Edinburgh,  Paris  met  them  on  the 

road. 

The 
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The  whole  of  this  ftory,  of  Paris's  in- 
terview with  Bothwell  at  Edinburgh,  and 
delivering  him  the  pretended  Letter  from 
the  Queen,  is  falfe,  and  is  difproved  in 
the  cleareft  manner  by  the  Earl  of  Mur- 
ray's Journal.  According  to  the  Journal, 
"  Bothwell,  on  the  24th  at  night,  tuick 
"  journay  towards  Liddifdale,  and  on  the 
"  28th  of  the  fame  month  came  back  from 
"  Liddifdale  towards  Edinburgh."  So  that 
here  we  have  it  proved,  that  Bothwell  was 
in  Liddifdale  from  the  24th  to  the  28th  of 
January,  therefore  he  could  not  have  been 
in  Edinburgh  on  the  25th  and  26th,  as 
Paris  is  made  to  confefs,  nor  could  he 
receive  or  make  anfwer  to  this  Letter  of  the 
Queen,  with  which  Paris  had  been  fent  to 
him. 

This  Journal  likewife  overturns  the  above 
Letter  pretended  to  have  been  written  by 
the  Queen  to  BothwelL 

If  we  fuppofe  that  the  Queen  and  Both- 
well  were  truly  carrying  on  this  correfpond*- 

ence 
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ence  for  deftroying  the  King,  which  was 
to  take  place  on  her  bringing  him  with 
her  to  Edinburgh,  can  it  be  at  the  fame 
time  fuppofed,  that  the  Queen,  who  had 
parted  with  Bothwell  at  Calendar  on  the 
23d  of  January,  ihould  be  fo  utterly  igno- 
rant of  his  motions,  as  to  write  to  him  the 
above  Letter,  or  Bylle  as  it  is  called  in  the 
Journal,  on  the  24th,  and  fend  it  by  an 
exprefs  to  him,  as  believing  him  at  Edin- 
burgh on  the  25th  and  26th,  when  he 
was  at  that  time  in  Liddifdale  on  the 
Englifh  border?  And  yet  this  we  muft 
believe,  if  the  Letter  arid  Journal  are  both 
true. 

The  Queen,  in  the  Letter,  writes  thus 
to  Bothwell :  "  Send  me  advertifement 
"  quhat  I  fall  do, — and  I  fall  obey  zow; 
"  — advertife  me  gif  ze  will  have  mair 
"  filver,  and  when  I  fall  return,  and  how 
"  far  I  may  fpeik  ; — wryte  unto  me,  and 
"  that  verray  oft."  This  {hews,  that  the 
Queen  was  ignorant  of  Bothwell's  being, 

at 
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at   the   time  of  her  writing,    in   Liddif- 
dale. 

It  will  no  doubt  be  faid,  in  anfwer  to 
this,  that  an  error  in  the  date  of  Both- 
well's  departure  from  Edinburgh  on  the 
24th,  may  have  crept  into  the  Journal: 
but  I  apprehend  this  is  no  good  anfwer; 
and  if  we  confider  the  matter,  we  (hall  foon 
be  convinced,  that  even  this  fuppofition  is 
not  fufficient  to  reconcile  the  inconfiftency. 
In  the  firft  place  we  muft  remember,  that 
all  the  above  three  evidences  come  from 
the  hands  of  the  Queen's  enemies.  So 
that  in  a  writing,  which  has  been  exhibited 
near  two  hundred  years  ago,  as  proof  of 
the  accufation  againft  her,  they  cannot  at 
this  day  be  allowed  to  plead  or  fuppofe 
errors  or  miftakes  in  their  own  favour. 
idly.  This  is  not  the  common  cafe  of  an 
error  in  date,  which  in  any  ordinary  writ- 
ing may,  and  fometimes  has  happened  by 
inadvertency  of  the  writer.  But  a  wrong 
date  in  a  diary  or  journal  is  of  a  quite  dif- 
ferent 
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ferent  nature  ;  an  error  in  the  date  of  one 
day  in  a  journal,  which  proceeds  progref- 
fively  from  day  to  day,  and  recites  the 
tranfactions  of  each  day  as  it  pafles,  muft 
run  through  the  whole  journal.  $dly,  We 
muft  in  the  prefent  cafe  fuppofe,  not  only 
an  error  in  the  day  of  Bothwell's  depar- 
ture, but  likewife  in  the  day  of  his  return 
from  Liddifdale  to  Edinburgh.  We  cannot 
fuppofe  him  to  fet  out  on  this  journey  any 
day  before  the  24th,  mentioned  in  the 
Journal,  becaufe  it  is  agreed  on  all  hands^ 
that  he  parted  with  the  Queen  at  the  Lord 
Livingfton's  houfe  at  Calendar  on  the  23$ 
of  January,  and  came  that  night  to  Edin- 
burgh. And  as  Paris  fwears,  that  he  was 
with  him  there  on  the  afternoon  of  the 
^6th,  it  was*  fcarce  poflible  for  him  to  per- 
form his  journey  to  Liddifdale  and  return 
again  to  Edinburgh  on  the  2 8th,  a  jour- 
ney of  above  one  hundred  Scotch  miles, 
through  the  worft  of  roads,  over  a  wild 
and  mountainous  country,  and  in  the  win- 
ter 
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ter  feafon.  If  Bothwell  then  made  this 
journey  at  all,  it  muft  have  been  between, 
the  24th  and  28th  of  January,  as  the 
Journal  has  rightly  placed  it.  Therefore, 
net  only  Hubert's  confeffion,  which  pofi- 
tively  aflerts  that  Bothwell  was  then  in 
Edinburgh,  but  alfo  the  above  Letter  from 
the  Queen  to  him,  as  fuppofing  him  to 
iiave  been  ift  Edinburgh  at  this  time,  are 
falfe  and  fpurious, 
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CHAP.      IV. 

Examination   of  French   P  arises  Confejfion  ; 
and  Proof  of  its  Forgery. 


remains  flill  to  be  confidered 
another  piece  of  evidence  againft 
Queen  Mary  ;  that  is,  the  confeffion  of 
Nicholas  Hubert,  commonly  called  French 
Paris^  fervant  to  the  Earl  of  Bothwell,  and 
mentioned  by  name  in  the  Letters,  as  the 
bearer  of  them  from  the  Queen  to  Both- 
Well.  This  Hubert  is  the  only  perfon 
who,  from  his  own  knowledge,  pretended 
to  accufe  the  Queen.  His  confeffion,  of 
the  loth  of  Auguft  1569,  exprefsly  charges 
her  with  being  in  the  knowledge  of  the 
King's  murder.  This  has  generally  been 
looked  upon  as  the  ftrongeft  and  moft 

dire£t 
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direft   piece   of  evidence    againft    Queen 
Mary. 

In  order  to  give  a  diftind  view,  by  itfelf, 
of  this  teftimony,  it  is  neceflary  to  recapi- 
tulate fome  part  of  the  foregoing  narrative, 
which  is  connected  with  the  ftory  of  this 
Frenchman. 

In  June  1567,  on  the  Earl  of  Both  well's 
flying  from  Scotland,  his  fervants,  Dal- 
gleifh,  Hay,  Hepburn,  and  Powrie,  were 
all  made  prifoners,  and  publicly  tried  be- 
fore the  High  Court  of  Jufticiary  at  Edin- 
burgh. They  were  all  condemned,  ancf 
executed,  on  their  own  confeffions,  as  ac- 
ceflbry  to  the  King's  murder ;  and  with  their 
dying  breath  they  vindicated  the  Queen 

from  any  acceffion  to  their  crime •*. 

As 

*  The  evidence  of  this  is  unqueftionable,  no  lefs 
than  the  affirmation  of  nineteen  of  the  firft  peers  in  th« 
kingdom,  eight  Bifbops,  and  eight  Abbots,  prefent  in 
Scotland  at  the  very  time,  viz. 

«  The 
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As  for  this  Frenchman,  Paris,  at  what 
precife  time  he  was  feized,  is  not  mentioned 
by  any  of  the  Hiftorians.  All  that  appears 

is, 

c<  'The  Erlis  of  Bundle,  Argile,  Crawfurd,  Eglin- 
«  ton,  Cafiils,  Rothes,  Errol. 

<e  Lordis,  Ogilvie,  Fleming,  Sommerville,  fioycf, 
*'  Levingfton,  Sanquhar,  Zefter,  Herreis,  Oliphant, 
"  Drummond,  Salton,  Maxwell. 

<c  Bifhoppis,  Saindl-Androis,  Dunkeld,  Aberdene, 
"  Rofs,  Galloway,  Brechin,  Argile,  Iflis. 

<c  Abbottisj  Jedburgh,  Kinlofs,  St.  Colfhe,  Glen- 
*'  luce.  Fern,  New-Abbay,  Haly-wood,  Lyndoris." 

In  the  inftru£lions  and  articles  to  Queen  Mary's 
commiffioners,  figned  by  the  above  perfonages,  at 
Dunbarton,  the  i2th  day  of  September  1568,  their 
words  are,  mentib'nirig  the  above  convi&s,  "  As  was 
*5  deponit  be  thame  quha  fufFerit  deid  thairfoir;  quha 
<6  declarit,  at  all  times*  the  Quene  our  Sovereign  to 
"  be  innocent  thairof/*  Cotton  Lib.  Goodally  vol.  ii* 

P-  359- 

Leflie  Bifhop  of  Rofs,  in  his  defence  of  Queen 
Mary's  honour,  addreffing  the  following  paragraph  to 
Murray  and  his  faction,  fays,  "  We  can  tel  you,  that 
"  John  Haye  of  Galoway,  that  Powry,  that  Doug- 
ic  lift,  and,  laft  of  al,  that  Paris,  al  being  put  to  death 

"  for 
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is,  that  a  few  months  after  Murray  had 
withdrawn  from  the  conferences,  and  re- 
turned to  Scotland,  Paris  was  brought  to 
trial,  and  hanged,  by  him  at  St.  Andrew's, 
in  the  beginning  of  Auguft  follow- 
ing * 

Let 

cc  for  this  crime,  toke  God  to  recorde,  at  the  time  of 
"  their  death,  that  this  murther  was  by  your  counfayle9 
"  invention,  and  drift,  committed ;  who  alfodeclarit, 
"  that  they  never  knew  the  Queen  to  be  participant  or 
"  ware  thereof."  Anderfon^  vol.  i.  part  ii,  p.  76. 

*  In  the  former  edition,  it  is  faid,  on  the  authority 
of  Keith,  that  Paris  had  lain  in  prifon  all  the  time  that 
the  conferences  were  going  on  at  Weftminfter.  Can- 
dour obliges  me  to  correct  this  miftake.  Keith,  whofe 
authority  is  very  refpeclabk,  is  here  however  in  a 
miftake. 

Paris,  after  Darnley's  murder,  fled,  and  abfconded. 
He  was  attainted  by  Parliament,  and  is  comprehended 
by  name,  with  the  Earl  of  Bothwell,  the  Laird  of 
Ormifton,  and  others,  who  had  fled  with  him,  in  the 
a6t  of  attainder,  dated  20th  December  1567.  He 
could  not  therefore  have  been  a  prifoner  at  that  time.— 
Murray,  we  know,  arrived  in  Scotland  in  the  month 
of  February  1569;  and  Paris  was  hanged  in  Auguft 

VOL.  J.  U  following: 
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Let  us  trace  Murray's  conduct  with  re- 
gard to  this  Frenchman  Paris. 

From  the  Journal   of  the  conferences  it- 
appears,   that   Murray    and   his    aflbciates 
"gat  licence  to  depart  for  Scotland,   isth 
a  January  1569."     On  this,  Queen  Mary 
remonftrated    againft    allowing    them    to 
withdraw,  "  not  abiding  the  tryall  and  proof 
"  that  was  offered  to  pruve  them  guilty  of 
"  the  famen    crime"    the  King's  murder. 
The  anfwer  made  to  this  was,  "  That  the 
"  Earle  of  Murray  has  promlfit^  for  himfelf 
"  and  his  cumpame,  to  return  again  when- 
"  foever  hir  Majeftie  (Elizabeth)  fuld  call  for 
"  him  *."     Thus  wt  fee  Murray,  with  the 
help  of  his  good  friend  Elizabeth,  eludes 
the  proof  that  Mary  intended  to  adduce 

following:  he  rauft  therefore  have  been  a  prifoner 
either  at  the  time,  or  foon  after  Murray's  coming  to 
Scotland,  during  which  interval,  it^would  require  time 
to  collecSt  evidence,  for  bringing  him  to  trial  in  Auguft 
following. 

*  Goodall,  vol.  ii.  p«  312. 

againft 
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againft  him  and  his  aflbciates,  of  Lord 
Darnley's  murder,  by  their  retreat  to 
Scotland. 

We  have  already  feen  the  condufl:  of 
thefe  confederates,  in  avoiding  to  examine 
Dalgleifh,  or  Morton's  fervants,  who  ap- 
prehended him,  with  the  fatal  Box  and 
Letters,  the  only  evidences  of  Queen 
Mary's  guilt;  there  ftill  remained,  how- 
ever, this  other  witnefs,  French  Paris, 
mentioned  by  name  in  the  Letters  as  the 
bearer  of  them  from  the  Queen  to  Both- 
well.  Nothing  could  have  happened  more 
fortunate  for  thc-n ;  this  perfon  falls  into 
Murray's  hands  on  his  return  from  the 
conferences. 

Let  us  confider  his  conduQ;  on  this  im- 
portant occafion. 

He   (lands  publicly  accufed  by  Queen 

Mary  of  Darnley's  murder  ;    fhe  offers  to 

U  2  bring 
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bring  a  full  proof  againft  him  by  a  fair 
trial  before  Queen  Elizabeth  and  her  Coun- 
cil. How  does  he  defend  himfelf  againft 
this  challenge,  given  him  in  the  face  of 
the  world  ?  He  begs  licenfe  to  depart  for 
Scotland,  and  promifes  to  return.  Would 
innocence  have  acted  in  this  manner  ?  Let 
us  follow  him  to  Scotland.  Here  fortune 
throws  into  his  hands,  the  only  perfon  who, 
if  Murray  was  really  innocent,  could  have 
cleared  him,  by  fatisfying  every  mortal  of 
the  Queen's  guilt.  Could  there  have  hap- 
pened a  more  fortunate  event  than  this  to 
Murray,  a  man  lying  under  the  load  of  a 
criminal  accufation — of  being  an  accomplice 
in  the  murder  of  his  Sovereign  ?  Let  us  fee 
what  courfe  Murray  takes  to  wipe  off  this 
foul  afperfion ;  and  to  avoid  all  fufpicion 
of  pradtifmg  upon  a  poor  ignorant  friend- 
lefs  creature  then  in  his  hands,  to  mould 
him  to  his  purpofe.  Does  he  return  to  Lon- 
don as  he  had  promifed  ?  or  does  he  fend 
Paris  there,  to  be  examined  before  the  Eng- 

lifh 
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Jim  Council,  as  his  other  witnefles  Cra\v- 
ford  and  Nelfon  had  been  f  Does  he  even 
venture  to  produce  him  before  his  own 
Privy  Council  at  Edinburgh,  to  be  quef- 
tioned  there?  Or,  laftly,  does  he  bring 
him  to  a  public  trial,  in  the  ordinary  form 
of  juftice  before  the  High  Court  of  Judi- 
ciary at  Edinburgh,  as  was  allowed  to 
Dalgleifh,  and  the  other  fervants  of  Both- 
well  ?  No !  As  to  thefe  laft,  the  experi- 
ment had  not  at  all  fucceeded.  In  fpite  of 
torture,  they  had,  with  their  dying  breath, 
fpoke  out  the  truth,  and  acquitted  the 
Queen  *.  This  man,  Paris,  was  the  laft 
card  Murray  had  to  play  ;  a  new  method, 
therefore,  muft  be  followed  with  refpefl:  to 
him.  He  was  fecreted  from  public  view, 
in  an  obfcure  dungeon  in  Murray's  citadel 
of  St.  Andrew's,  and  at  laft  condemned  by 
the  Earl  of  Murray  himfelf,  in  a  manner 
nobody  knows  how  :  and,  feveral  months 
after  his  death,  a  confeffion  in  his  name, 

*  Vide  p.  287. 

II  3  taker> 
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taken  clandeftinely ^  without  mentioning  any 
perfon  who  was  prefent  when  it  was  made 
by  Paris,  is  privately  fent  up  to  London,  and 
given  in  to  Cecil,  after  all  the  conferences 
were  over,  accufing  the  Queen  in  the 
blackeft  terms,  and  extolling  the  Earl  of 
Murray  to  the  fides.  And  to  crown  the 
whole,  this  precious  piece  of  evidence  is 
kept  a  profound  fecret  from  the  Queen  and 
her  friends,  who,  as  we  mall  by  and  by 
prove,  never  once  faw  or  beard  of  this  con- 
feffion. — Where  fads  thus  fpeak  aloud, 
reflections  are  needlefs. 

All  that  remains  of  this  poor  creature, 
are  two  confeffions,  one  on  the  gth,  and 
the  other  on  the  loth  of  Auguft  1569. 
The  firft,  faid  to  be  the  original,  arid  mark- 
ed on  fome  of  the  leaves  with  the  initial 
letters  of  his  name,  thus,  N,  is  ftill  extant 
in  the  Cotton  Library*.  This  confeflion 
loads  Bothwell  with  the  murder,  but  men- 

*  GopdalJ,  vol.  i.  p.  145. 

•      tions 
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lions  nothing  of  the  Queen  or  the  Letters. 
The  other  confeffion,  of  the  loth  of  Au- 
guft,  exprefsly  charges  the  Queen  as  accef- 
fory  to  the  whole.  Of  this  laft  we  have  a 
copy,  attefted  by  Alexander  Hay,  notary, 
and  Clerk  to  Murray's  Privy  Council  * ; 
and  which,  we  fee  by  an  authentic  paper, 
was  fent  to  London  by  Murray  in  Odober 
1569,  as  a  further  proof  of  his  accufation 
againft  the  Queen,  after  all  the  conferences 
were  over  f . 

That  thefe  confeffions  were  kept  fecret, 
and  never  fhown  to  Mary,  is  certain  from 
the  following  circumftances. 

The  only  cotemporary  writers  who  men- 
tion the  condemnation  and  death  of  this 
Frenchman,  are  Lefly  Bifliop  of  Rofs,  and 

*  Anderfon,    vol.  ii.    p.  192.      Goodall,    vol.  ii» 
p.  76. 

f  Cotton  Lib.  C.  i.  fol.  326.  Anderfon's  ge- 
neral Preface,  p.  19.  Goodall,  vol.  ii.  p.  84. 

U  4  the 
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the  author  of  the  Manufcript  Hiftory  of 
Scotland,  during  the  reign  of  Queen  Mary 
and  the  four  Regents,  Murray,  Lennox, 
Mar,  and  Morton,  publifhed  by  Crawford, 
Hiftoriographer  to  Queen  Anne.  This 
laft  Author,  who  was  at  that  time  a  living 
witnefs,  mentions  the  condemnation  of  Paris 
in  thefe  words :  "  The  Regent  (Murray) 
"  proceeded  from  Stirling  to  St.  Andrew's; 
"  where  Nicknavin,  for  forcery,  was  burnt; 
"  and  Paris,  a  Frenchman,  was  hanged 
"  for  the  murder  of  the  late  King,  though 
«  he  denied  the  J aft '*," 

Lefly,  the  other  cotemporary  writer  who 
mentions  this  Frenchman,  was,  as  we  have 
feen,  one  of  Mary's  commiffioners,  and  at 
that  time  in  the  character  of  her  ambaf7 
fador  at  London.  He  drew  up  an  apo- 
logy, intitled,  "  A  Defence  of  the  Honour 
?'  of  Queen  Mary,"  which  vras  printed  at 

*  Crawford's  Memoirs,  p.  127. 

London 
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London  in  the  end  of  the  year  1569,  -foon 
after  the  execution  of  Paris  *. 


The  Bifhop,  in  mentioning  this  man, 
ufes  the  following  words ;  u  As  for  him. 
that  yzfurmife  was  the  bearer  of  the  Let-r 
ters,  and  whome  you  have  executed  of 
late  for  the  faid  murther,  he,  at  the  time 
of  his  faid  execution,  took  it  upon  his 
"  death,  as  he  fhould  anfwere  before  God, 
"  that  he  never  carried  any  fuch  Letters, 
*'  nor  that  the  Queene  was  participant,  nor 
*'  of  counfayle,  in  the  caufe  f,"  From  the 
words,  "  the  perfon  whom  ye  furmife  was 
"  the  bearer,"  it  is  plain,  that  neither  the 
Queen  nor  Lefly  had  either  feen  or  heard 


*  So  Anderfon  fays,  who  had  feen  a  copy  of  this 
firft  edition  ;  and,  it  is  plain,  it  muft  have  been  at  leaft 
fome  time  before  the  death  of  the  Earl  of  Murray,  which 
happened  on  the  23d  January  1569-70,  fince  the 
Bifhop,  in  his  book,  addrefTes  the  Earl  as  then  living. 
^  vol.  /.  part  ii*  p.  19. 

Anderfon,  vol.  i.  part  ii.  p.  19. 

of 
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of  this  confeffion  of  Paris,  which  is  made 
to  acknowledge  this  fad,  of  his  being  the 
bearer  of  the  Letters,  in  exprefs  terms. 
And  the  above  paflage  from  Crawford, 
fully  explains  the  good  reafon  that  Mur- 
ray then  had,  for  keeping  this  pretended 
confeffion  of  Paris  a  profound  fecret  to  all, 
except  his  own  confederates,  and  Secretary 
Cecil,  viz.  becaufe  it  was  at  this  time 
univerfally  known,  by  every  body  in  Scot- 
land, that  this  very  Paris,  at  his  execu- 
tion, had  publicly  given  the  lie  to  any 
pretended  confeffion,  by  folemnly  denying 
the  faft. 

Here  then,  we  fee,  are  evidences  that 
diredly  contradict  one  another,  viz.  Lefly, 
and  the  Author  of  Crawford's  Hiftory,  who 
were  both  living  witnefles  at  the  time,  on 
the  one  fide,  and  this  clandeftine  confeffion 
of  Paris  on  the  other.  If  either  of  thefe 
teftimonies  be  true,  the  oppofite,  of  confe- 

quence^ 
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quence,  muft  be  falfe.  Let  us  endeavour, 
by  external  circumftances,  to  find  out  on 
which  fide  the  truth  Hands. 

To  begin  with  the  Bifhop  of  Rofs  :  and 
in  order  to  afcertain  the  proper  degree  of 
credit  to  be  given  to  his  public  aflertion  of 
the  above  fa£t,  it  may  not  be  improper  to 
give  a  fhort  {ketch  of  his  character,  from 
a  letter  of  Queen  Elizabeth  to  Queen  Mary, 
2ift  December  1568.  After  mentioning 
Mary's  other  commiflioners,  "  We  cannot" 
(fays  fhe)  "  but  fpecially  note  to  you, 
"  your  good  choice  of  the  Bifhoppe  of 
"  Rofle,  who  hath  not  only  faithfully  and 
wifely,  but  alfo  carefully  and  dutifully, 
for  your  honour  and  weale,  behaved 
himfelf,  and  that  both  privatly  and 
publickly,  as  we  cannot  but  in  this  fort 
"  commend  him  unto  yow,  as  we  wifh 
"  yow  had  many  fuch  devoted  difcrete 
"  fervants;  for,  in  our  judgment,  we  think 
"  ye  have  not  any  in  loyaltie  and  faithful- 

"  nefs 
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<c  nefs  can  overmatch  him.  And  this  we 
<f  are  the  bolder  to  wryte,  confidering  we 
"  take  it  the  beft  trial  of  a  good  iervant  to 
"  be  in  adverfitie,  out  of  which  we  hartely 
"  wifh  yow  to  be  delivered,  by  the  juftifi- 
*-'  cation  of  your  innocency  *," 

The  Bifhop  and  Crawford's  account  of 
Paris's  dying  words,  it  may  be  faid,  are 
no  more  than  their  aflertions :  they  fay  it, 
however,  not  in  a  whifper,  but  as  a  thing 
well  known  in  Scotland  at  the  time  of 
Paris's  execution  ;  and  Lefly  proclaims  and 
publifhes  it  to  the  world  in  print,  recently 
after  Paris's  death.  This  was  giving  an 
opportunity  to  the  Queen's  accufers,  to 
have  as  publicly  contradicted  this  ftory, 
if  it  was  falfe,  by  immediately  expofing 

*  Paper-office.  Anderfon,  vol.  iv.  p.  184.  Good, 
vol.  ii.  p.  270. — How  different  is  this  from  the  charac- 
ter the  Diflertator  is  pleafed,  without  any  authority,  to 
give  us  of  this  faithful  and  difcrset  fervant  of  Queen 
Mary,  viz.  "  That  he  was  a  man  heated  with  faclion  !" 
)  p.  5. 

Paris's 
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Paris's  confeffion,  which  was  in  their  hands; 
and  fupporting  its  authority,   by  naming 
the  perfons  who  were  prefent  at  his  exa- 
mination. 
t 

Let  us  turn  now  to  the  other  fide,  and 
obferve  the  part  which  Murray  and  his 
confederates  aded  upon  this  occafion. 
Queen  Mary's  ambaflador  thus  affirming, 
in  the  face  of  the  world,  that  this  man, 
Paris,  had,  with  his  dying  breath,  and  in 
the  moft  folemn  manner,  aflerted  her  in- 
nocence, was  furely  a  challenge  to  her  ac- 
cufers  to  have  refuted  the  aflertion,  by 
producing  Paris's  confeffion,  if  genuine, 
and  fit  to  bear  the  light.  They  did  it  not, 
however ;  and  the  only  anfwer  made  to 
the  Bifliop's  vindication  of  Queen  Mary, 
was  an  order  from  Queen  Elizabeth  to  fup- 
prefs  the  book  altogether*,  on  pretence 
of  its  containing  fome  dangerous  points, 

*  Anderfon,    vol.  i.    Preface    to    the  Defence  of 
Queen  Mary's  Honour,  p.  4. 

with 
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with  regard  to  Mary's  title  to  the  crown  of 
England.  A  fecond  edition  was,  however, 
foon  after  publiihed  of  the  Queen's  Defence, 
at  Liege,  in  the  year  1571  *. 

In  anfwer  to  this,  it  may  be  faid,  That, 
by  fuppreffing  this  Defence  of  the  Queen, 
Murray  and  Morton  had  no  opportunity 
to  fee  this  aflertion  with  regard  to  Paris. 
This,  however,  can  fcarcely  be  fuppofed. 
The  book  was  printed,  and  copies  of  that 
very  firft  edition  are  ftill  extant. 

The  order  for  fupprefiing  it  was  from 
Elizabeth,  and  confequently  the  book  muft 
have  been  in  her  hands,  and  in  the  hands 
of  her-  minifters.  Murray  and  Morton 
had  always  a  minifler  at  London,  to  nego- 

*  Anderfon,  vol.  i.  part  ii.  preface,  p.  12.  tells  us, 
he  had  feen  both  firft  and  fecond  editions  of  the  Bifhop 
of  Rofs's  Defence ;  and  that  he  publifhed  his  edition 
from  the  laft,  in  15715  as  being  much  fuller  in  the 
preface  than  the  firft  edition,  and  becaufe  of  fome  other 
remarkable  alterations  that  are  in  it, 

A  tiate 
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tiate  their  affairs  at  that  court ;  and  by  an 
authentic  paper,  ftill  extant  in  the  Cotton 
library,  we  fee,  that  in  Odober  1569,  the 
Abbot  of  Dunfermline  was  fent  up  to 
London,  as  minifter  from  the  Earl  of  Mur- 
ray, and  carried  up  with  him  this  pre- 
tended confeffion  of  Paris  *.  Nay,  the 
Earl  of  Morton  himfelf,  as  commiffioner 
appointed  by  the  Scotch  Regent  Lennox, 
for  managing  a  new  treaty  with  Queen 
Elizabeth,  to  depofe  Mary  altogether,  was 
himfelf  at  London  in  the  beginning  of  the 
year  1571  ;  at  which  time,  it  cannot  be 
doubted;  that  both  thefe  minifters  muft 
have  feen  this  Defence  of  Queen  Mary. 
What  poffible  reafon,  then,  can  be  afligned 
for  this  refervednefs,  this  determined  filence 
of  Murray  and  Morton,  with  refpeft  to 
this  aflertion  of  the  Bifhop,  as  to  Paris's 
dying  teftimony  of  Queen  Mary's  innocence, 
when  they  could  at  once  have  crufhed  it, 

*  Cotton  Lib.  C.  i.  fol.  326.     Anderfon's  general 
Preface,  p.  19.     Goodall,   vol.  ii.  p.  84. 

by 
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by  publiftiing  the  genuine  confeflion  faid 
to  have  been  made  by  Paris  himfeif,  which 
they  then  had  in  their  pocket  ?  Two 
reafons,  very  different  indeed  from  each 
other,  may  be  imagined  :  Either  that  this 
confeflion  of  Paris,  in  Morton's  cuftody, 
was  not  fit  to  bear  the  light ;  or,  that 
fome  fmall  regard  for  Mary's  fame  made 
them  conceal  it  from  her.  That  this  laft 
was  not  the  cafe,  we  fiiall  fee  from  what 
follows. 

In  this  very  year  1571*  Buchanan  pub- 
lifhed  his  famous  work,  intitled,  "  A  De- 
"  tedion  of  the  Doings  of  Queen  Mary ;" 
a  work  that  reflects  ingratitude  and  difho- 
nour  upon  his  name. 

In    this    fcandalous    book    againft    the 
Queen,   publiflied  both  in  the  Latin  and 
in  the  Scotch  language,  nothing  is  forgot 
that  could   ferve  to  blacken  her.      She  is     ' 
there  libelled  as  an  open  adulterefs>  and 

the 
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the  murderefs  of  her  hufband  ;  all,  in 
fhort^  that  malice  or  calumny  could  in-* 
vent,  to  render  her  -odious,  is  therein  fet 
forth  :  and,  as  a  voucher  or  proof  of  the 
whole,  the  famous  Letters  by  her  to  Both- 
Well  are  printed  at  full  length.  Nay^ 
that  nothing  might  be  neglected  to  give 
credit  to  this  book,  certain  pretended  con- 
feffions  of  Dalglsiih,  Powrie,  Hay,  and 
Hepburn,  Both  well's  other  fervants,  are 
printed  along  with  it ;  and  yet  this  mate- 
rial confeffion  of  Paris,'  though  later  in 
date,  is  omitted.  That  fo  precious  a  piece 
of  fcandal  might  not  be  confined  to  Scot- 
land, this  book,  with  the  Letters,  was,  at 
the  very  fame  tirrr,  printed  at  London,' 
and  difperfed  over  the  kingdom.  But 
what  is  moft  fuFprifmg,  although  Paris  is 
often  mentioned  therein,  as  the  confident 
of  the  whole  fcene  between  the  Queen  and 
Bothwell,  with  refpect  to  the  King's  mur- 
der ;  and  that  Bifhop  Lefly,  in  his  printed 
VOL,  I.  X  apology 
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apology  for  Queen  Mary,   had  affirmed,, 
in  the  face  of  the  world,  as  a  facl:  univer- 
fally  known,  that  Paris,  at  his  execution, 
had    publicly  aflerted   the   Queen's  inno- 
cence * ;    although  the  Letters  give   only 
fome  fufpicious  and  dark  hints,  from  which 
the  Queen's  knowledge  of  the  murder  is 
inferred  ;     whereas   Paris's   confeifion   ex- 
prefsly  charges  her  as  the  contriver  of  it, 
and  is  the  only  evidence  that  does  fo  :  yet 
in  Buchanan's  book  there  is  not  the  leaft 
mention  made  of  any  fuch  corifeffion.     Bu- 
chanan lived  many  years  after  this  ;    his 
Detection  underwent  feveral  editions  ;   nay, 
he  wrote  his  hiftory  at  large,  which  was 
.not  publifhed  far  fevei~il  years  after  this 
period  ;  and  although  he  there  again  makes 
mention   both   of  Paris  and   the   Letters, 
yet  not  one  word  is  faid  of  any  fuch  con- 
feffion  made  by  this  perfon  to  the  prejudice 
of  the  Queen. 

*  Anderfon,  vol.  L  partii.  p.  19.  Vide  p.  295 — 298. 

We 
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We  have  already  faid,  that  a  copy  of  this 
confefiion  of  Paris  againft  the  Queen,  at^ 
tefted  by  Alexander  Hay,  is  extant. 

^» 

This  Hay  appears  to  have  been  Murray's 
active  inftrument  in  the  tranfadions  of 
thofe  times,  and  arrived  to  be  clerk  to  his 
fecret  council.  Here  we  fee  him  attefting 
a  copy  of  this  confefliori  of  Hubert's,  with- 
out witnefles,  and  upon  his  fingle  af- 
fertion  only.  We  have  extant  a  very 
curious  letter  of  the  fame  Hay  to  John 
Knox,  which  is  dated  the  I4th  day  of 
December  1571,  wherein  he  thus  writes ; 
"  They  have  fet  out  in  Ingland  our  Queen's 
4<  lyfe  and  procefs,  b±ith  in  Latin  and  Ing- 
"  lifh,  quhairin  is  contenit  the  difcourfe 
"  of  hir  tragical  doingis  ;  the  procefs  of 
c<  the  Erie  of  Bothwell's  clenging,  hir  Son- 
"  nettis  and  Letteris  to  him,  the  depofi- 
<c  tiounis  of  the  perfounis  execute,  and  the 
<c  cartellis  efter  the  King's  murthour.  In 
**  appeirance  thay  leive  naithing  unfit  cut 
X  2  "  tending 
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"  lending    to   hir  infamlc  *."      This   fame 
Hay,  we  fee,  had  attefted  the  copy  of  Pa- 
ris's  confeffion  on  the  lothof  Auguft  1569, 
which  was  fent  to  London  that  year ;    and 
yet  rn  this  letter,  wrote  to  his  friend  John 
Knox,  though  he  knew  well,  that  his  own> 
copy  of  this  confeffion  was  in  the  hands 
of  the  very  fame  people  who  had  publiflxed 
the    above    fcandalous     collection    againft 
the  Queen  ;    yet    fo   well  does  he  know, 
from   the  very  nature  of  his  own  manu- 
faihire,    that    this   confeffion   of  Hubert's 
durft  not   as  yet  be  expofed  to  the  public, 
that,  cautious  of  mentioning  that  piece  in 
his  collection,  he  finks  it  altogether,  as  if 
no   fuch  paper  had  ~xifted.     He  tells  his 
friend,   that  the  above  collection  contained 
every  thing  that  could  tend  to  the  Queen's 
Infamy,,  when  at  the  fame  time  he  knew 
well,  that  the  blackeft  piece  of  all,  with 
which  he  himfelf  had  furnifhed  them,  was 
omitted. 


*  Goodall,  vol.  ii.  p.  371. 

Front 
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From  all  thefe  circumftances,  the  vio- 
lent prefumptions  that  arife  from  their 
carrying  this  poor  ignorant  ftranger  from 
Edinburgh,  the  ordinary  feat  of  juftice  ; 
their  keeping  him  hid  from  all  the  world, 
in  a  remote  dungeon,  and  not  producing 
him  with  their  other  evidences,  fo  as  he 
might  have  been  publicly  queftioned  ;  the 
pofitive  and  diredb  teflimony  of  the  author 
of  Crawford's  manufcript,  then  living.,  and 
on  the  fpot  at  the  time  ;  with  the  public 
affirmation  of  the  Bifhop  of  P^ofs  at  the 
tune  of  Paris's  death,  that  with  his  laft 
breath  he  had  vindicated  the  Queen  *  ;  the 
behaviour  of  Murray,  Morton,  Buchanan, 
and  even  of  Hay.,  the  attefter  of  this  pre- 
tended confeffion,  on  that  occafion ;  their 
clofe  and  refer ved  filence  at  the  time  they 
muft  have  had  this  confeffion  of  Paris  in 
their  pocket ;  and  their  publifhing  every 
other  circumftance  that  could  tend  to 

*    Crawford's    Memoirs,    p.    127.       And    v-ol*    i. 
part  ii.   p.   19. 

X  3  blacken 
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blacken  the  Queen,  and  yet  omitting  this 
confeffion,  the  only  direct  evidence  of  her 
fuppofed  guilt  5  all  this  duly  and  difpaf^ 
fionately  confidered,  I  think,  one  may 
iafely  conclude,  that  it  was  judged  not  fit- 
to  expofe  fo  foon  to  light  this  piece  of  evU 
dence  againit  the  Queen,  which  a  cloud 
of  witnefles,  living,  and  prefent  at  Paris'a 
execution,  would  furely  have  given  clear 
teftimony  againft,  as  a  notorious  im-» 
pofture, 

Thus  far  the  external  evidence  points 
againft  this  pretended  confeffion  of  Paris, 
We  fhall  next  examine  the  internal  texture 
and  conftruction  of  it,  as  it  now  appears 
to  us,  in  order  to  fatisfy  the  reader's  cu-- 
riofity. 

Paris  fays,  "  That  the  firft  time  that  he 
ct  entered  into  truft  or  credit  with  the 
*c  Queen,  was  at  Kalendar,  in  her  road  to 
"  Glafgow,  where  flie  gave  him  a  purfe  of 

<c  three 
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u  three  or  four  hundred  crowns,  to  deliver 
"  to  the  Earl  of  Bothwell  *."  Here  it 
may  be  afked,  why  did  fhe  not  give  it  to 

*  I.  Interrogue,  Quant  premierment  il  entra  en 
credit  avec  la  Royne  ?  Rcfp.  Que  ce  fuft  com  me  la 
Royne  fuft  a  Kalendar  allant  a  Glafgow,  qu'allors  elle 
luy  baylla  une  bourfe  la  ou  il  avoit  envyron  ou  300  ou 
400  efcus,  pour  la  porter  a  Monfieur  <3e  BodueL 
Anderf.  vol.  ii.  p»  192. 

2.  Que  le  Roy  la  vouloyt  layfer^  mais  clle  ne  pas 
voullu,  de  peur  de  fa  maladye,  chofe  que  Rayres  ea 
tefmoignoroit  bien  :  &  plus  *(ce  di6t  elle)  vous  dires 
a  Monf.  de  Boduel  que  je  ne  vais  jamais  vers  le  Roy 
que  Rayres  n'y  eft,  &  voyft  tout  ce  que  je  fais.  Ik. 


3.  Comme  Paris  vo^sloit  drefier  le  li£t  de  ?a  Royne  en 
fa  chambre,  -qui  eftoit  droi&e  foubz  la  chambre  du  Roy, 
ayrifi  que  Monf,  de  Boduel  luy  avoit  commande.  - 

4.  Je  prins  la  hardiefle  de  ky  dire,  Madame,  Monf, 
•de  Boduel  m'a  commands  de  luy  porter  les  clefs  de  vo- 
flre  chambre,  &  qu'il  a  envie  d'y  faire  quelque  chofe, 
c'eft  de  falrefexter  le  Roy  en  /Wr  par  pouldre. 

5.  Que  Monf,  Boduel  luy  avoit  did,  que  to-trtes  les 
nuits  LadyReires  iroitbien  tard  le  querir  pour  Famener 
a  la  chambre  de  la  Royne.     P.  196.  &  2OJ. 

X  4  Bothwell 
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Both  well  himfelf,  who  was  at  Kalendar 
with  the  Queen,  as  Paris  lays  afterwards^ 
Jn  this  confeffion  ? 

2.  That  two  or  three  days  after,  when 
the  Queen  fent  him  from  Glafgow,  with 
the  firil  Letter  to  Bothwell,  ihe  defired  him, 
by  word  of  mouth,  to  tell  Bothwell,  "  That 
"  the  King  defired  to  kifs  her,  but  that  (he 
<"  refufed  him,  for  fear  of  his  malady,  as 
"  Lady  Reres  would  teftify."  What  a 
{hocking  improbability !  that  the  Queen 
fhould  tell  this  from  her  own  mouth  to  a 
fervant !  And  further,  fays  fhe,  "  Tell 
41  Bothwell,  that  I  won't  go  near  the  King, 
"  unlefs  in  company  with  Reres,  who  fliall 
"  fee  all  that  I  do." 


3.  "  That  as  he,  Paris,  was  d  re  fling,  or 
putting  in  order,  the  Queen's  bed  in  her 
chamber,  which  was  diredtly  under  the 
King's  chamber,  as  Bothwell  had  com- 
manded,1' &c.  A  very  decent  office ',  trtily^ 

this 
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this  fellow  had  got  into  about  the  Queen's 
perfon. 

4.  "  That  he  took  the  liberty  to  fay  to 
"  the  Queen,  Madam,  Monfieur  Bothvvel} 
"  hath  commanded  me  to  bring  to  him  the 
"  keys  of  your  chamber,  as  he  wants  to 
"  do   fomething   there ;     that  is,  to  blow 
."  the  King  in  the  air  with  powder." 

5.  "  That  Bothwell  told  him,  That  Lady 
•"  Rercs  walked  out  every  night,  very  late, 
"  in  queft  of  him,  to  conducl:  him  to  the 
"  Queen's  bed-chamber,  and  that  he  yvas 
"  prefent  when  Lady  Reres  came  on  this: 
"  errand.'* 

tSuch  is  the  groffhefs,  and  fuch  are  the- 
abfurdities,  to  be  found  in  every  part  of  this 
noted  confefiion. 

The  juft  remark  made  by  the  Diflerta- 
tor,  That  the  eager nefs  of  forgers  gene- 
rally makes  them  detect  themfelves,  by 

over- 
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overcharging  their  work,  is  verified  to  the 
full  extent,  by  applying  it  to  this  piece. 
Their  caution,  in  not  making  the  Queen, 
in  her  Letters,  fpeak  fuch  plain  language 
as  this  perfon  does,  was  wife  :  here  they 
thought  there  was  no  danger,  in  putting 
the  groffeft  words  in  his  mouth.  His  cha- 
ra£ter,  they  knew,  was  low  enough  to  bear 
it ;  and  they  were  refolved  to  make  him 
fpeak  out,  fo  as  to  leave  no  doubt  of  the 
Queen's  infamy,  as  a  proftitute  !  and  a 
murderefs  ! 

Having  thus  examined  the  external  and 
internal  appearance  of  this  notable  piece, 
it  is  but  juftice  to  mew  what  arguments 
have  been  ufed  on  the  other  fide,  in  fup- 
port  of  Paris's  confeffion  againft  the  Queen ; 
which  I  mall  give  in  the  DifTertator's  own 
words. 

"  This  perfon"  (fays  he)  "  was  twice  ex- 
^  amined  ;  and  the  original  of  one  of  his 

"  depo- 
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"  depofitions,  and  a  copy  of  the  other, 
w  are  ftill  extant.  It  is  pretended  they  arq 
^  both  forgeries,  But  they  are  remark- 
*'  able  for  a  fimpHcity,  and  naivete,  which 
"  it  is  almoft  impoflible  to  imitate  :  they 

*  abound  with  a  number  of  minute  facts 
*c  and  particularities,  which  the  moft  dex^ 
"  troHS  forger  could  not  have  eafily  afiem^ 
*'  bled  and  connected  together,  with  any 
*<  appearance    of  probability  ;     and    they 
"  are  filled  with  circumftances,  which  can 
*c  fcarce  be  fuppofed  to  have  entered  the 
*'  imagination   of    any  man,    but   one   of 
i4  Paris's  profeffion  and    character.      But, 

*  at  the  fame  time,  It  mitft  be  acknowledged, 
"  that  bis  depofitions  contain  fome  Improbable 
*'  clrcumftances.     He  feems  to  have  been  a 
*c  fooli/h  talkative  fellow  ;    the  fear  of  death, 
i4  the  violence  of  torture,  and  the  dejlre  of 
"  pleofmg    thofe  in  whofe  power  he   was, 
"  tempted  him,  perhaps,  to  feign  fome  circum* 
*'  Jiances,  and  to  exaggerate  others.     To  fay 
"  that  fome  circumftances  in  an  affidavit 

"  arc 
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"  are  improbable  or  falfe,  is  very  different 
*c  from  faying  that  the  whole  is  forged.  I 
<c  fufpecl  the  former  to  be  the  cafe  here, 
"  but  I  fee  no  appearance  of  the  latter  *." 

In  anfwer  to  this,  we  muft  obferve,  that 
it  has  been  always  judged  an  unlucky  cir- 
eumftance  in  any  perfon's  teftimony,  that 
any  one  particular  of  it  is  found  to  be  in- 
confiftent  with  truth :  the  fmalleft  devia- 
tion in  that  point  never  fails  to  render  the 
whole  fufpicious.  In  the  prefent  cafe, 
when  the  feveral  objections  arifmg  from 
the  external  view  of  the  teftimony,  are 
taken  into  confideration,  the  above  rule  of 
judging  muft  operate  with  double  force. 
Nor  does  the  reafon  affigned  by  the  Differ- 
tator,  for  Paris's  mixing  truth  with  im- 
probabilities, "  Becaufe  he  meant  thereby 
"  to  pleafe  the  party,"  appear  in  the  leaft 
fatisfadtory.  If  this  reafon  is  good  for 
any  thing,  it  proves  too  much.  If  Paris 

*  DilTertation.  p.  17. 

had 
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had  a  view  to  pleafe  them,  by  telling  falfe- 
hoods,  that  furely  might  have  tempted 
him  to  accufe  the  Queen  falfely,  as  the 
moft  grateful  thing  he  could  do  to  them  : 
or  if  \hz  fear  of  death ,  and  the  violence  of 
torture^  could  extort  a  falfe  confeffion  from 
this  poor  wretch,  we  muft  certainly  be- 
lieve that  the  whole  of  his  narrative 
againft  the  Queen  is  a.  lie,  from  beginning 
to  end.  Here  might  we  reft  the  matter 
againft  the  Difiertatcr  ;  but  if  we  are  to 
judge  of  this  confeffion  from  the  abfurd 
and  improbable  circumftances  that  are  coa- 
tained  in  it,  we  can  fcarce  believe,,  that 
this  creature,  Paris  himfelf,  could  have  been 
the  author  of  this  narration.  For  although 
he  might  have  been  tempted  by  the  hopes 
of  life  to  accufe  the  Queen  falfely,  yet  his 
avowed  confeffion  of  being  affociate  in  the 
horrid  circumftances  of  the  murder,  tended 
infallibly  to  his  own  certain  definition, 
by  pointing  himfelf  out  as  a  wretch  de« 

ferving 
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ferving  the  moft  cruel  death,  without  the 
lead  compaflion* 

The  Diflertator  fays  further,  that  "  Pa- 
c<  ris's  confeffions  are  remarkable  for  their 
"  fimplicity  and  naivete"  This  is  in- 
confident  with  what  he  immediately  after 
this  owns,  that  Paris  feems  to  have  been 
afoolijh  talkative  fellow.  And  they  abound, 
continues  he,  with  a  number  of  minute 
fadts  and  circumdances,  wrhich  could  fcarce 
have  entered  the  imagination  of  any  other 
man.  I  fhall  very  readily  grant,  that  many 
of  thefe  fafls  might  really  have  been 
true.  They  do  not  afFefl:  the  Queen,  and 
might  have  poflibly  been  told  by  Paris* 
But  that  can  be  no  argument  that  the  con- 
feffions, as  given  out  in  his  name  feve- 
ral  months  after  his  death,  are  genuine. 
For,  as  we  have  already  obferved,  the 
plan  of  every  forger,  in  fuch  a  cafe,  mud 
always  be  to  ground  his  work  upon  fome 
3  certain 
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certain  fads  that  all  the  world  knows  to 
be  true,  and  to  interfperfe  truth  with 
falfehood. 

Let  us  further  examine  the  authenticity 
of  this  confeffion  of  the  loth  of  Auguft. 

The  title  it  bears  is  in  thefe  words  : 

"  A  Sandandre,  le  lojourd'Aouft  1569. 
"  Nicholas  Howbert,  did  Paris,  a  efte  in- 
t(  terrogue  fur  les  articles  &  demands 
"  qui  s'  enfuivent,  &c.  &  premierement." 
Then  follow  the  queftions  that  are  put  to 
him,  with  his  anfwers,  both  in  French :  but 
by  what  perfon,  or  what  authority,  he  was 
thus  queftioned  and  examined,  does  not 
appear.  From  which  it  is  evident,  that 
that  examination  and  confefiion  was  not 
judicial.  And  what  is  moft  furprifing,  it 
does  not  mention  any  perfon  whatever  that 
was  prefent  when  it  was  taken.  What  can 
we  think  of  fo  lame  a  piece  of  evidence  ? 

This 
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This  examination  could  not  have  been  made 
at  Paris'  $  trial,-  otherwise  it  rimft  have  ex- 
pre'fsly  faid  ib ;  likewife  it  muft  have  men- 
tioned the  court  of  juftice,  and  the  judge, 
in  vvhofe  prefence,  and  by  whofe  authority,- 
it  was  taken* 

Let  iis  next  compare  tfiis  examination' 
with  the  judicial  examinations  arid  confef- 
fions  of  Dalgleifli,  Hay,  Hepburn,  &c.  ta- 
ken before  the  High  Court  of  Jufticiary  at 
Edinburgh*  We  evidently  fee  there  the  dif- 
ference betwixt  a  judicial  teflimony,  and 
this  of  Paris, 'taken  in  a  clandestine  man- 
ner, without  the  authority  of  a  judge,  and 
by  nobody  knows  whom.  Dalgleilh's  ex- 
amination begins  thus  :  "  Apud  Edinbur- 
"  gum,  26  Junii,  arm.  Dom.  1567,  praefen- 
*c  tibus  Comitibus  de  Mortoun  &  Atholj 
<c  Prsepofito  de  Dundee,  &  Domino  de 
"  Grange  *." John  Hay's  examination 

*  Airderfon,  vol.  ii.  p.  173. 

begins- 
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begins  thus:  "  Apud  Edinburgum,  13  die 
"  menfis  Septembris,  ann.  Dom.  1567,  in 
u  prefence  of  my  Lord  Regent,  the  Erles  of 
"  Morton  and  Athol,  the  Lairds  of  Loch- 
"  leven  and  Petarow,  Mr.  James  Magyll, 

"  and   the  Juftice-Clerk  *." John 

Hepburn's  examination  thus  :  "  Apud 
"  Edinburgum,  8  die  menfis  Decembris, 
"  ann.  Dom.  1567,  in  prefence  of  my  Lord 
"Regent,  the  Erie  of  Athol,  the  Lord 
"  Lindfay,  the  Laird  of  Grange,  and  the 

"  Juftice-Clerk  f." And  at  the  end  of 

thefe  depofitions  is  the  atteftation  and  fub- 
fcription  at  large,  of  Sir  John  Ballenden, 
Lord  Juftice-Clerk,  bearing,  that  the  prin- 
cipal depofitions  were  in  the  records  of  the 
books  of  the  High  Court  of  Jufticiary  |. 

What   marks  then  of   authenticity  are 
about  this  paper  of  Paris  ?  Not  the  fmalleft, 

*  Anderfon,   vol.  ii.    p.   177. 
f  Ibid.  vol.  ii.  p.  183. 
J  Ibid.  vol.  ii.  p.  188. 

VOL,  I.  •  Y  a* 
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as  far  as  can  be  feen  at  this  day,  except- 
ing the  fmgle  aflertion  of  Hay,  Murray's 
clerk,  who,  as  a  notary,  attefts  this  paper 
to  be  a  true  copy  of  an  original,  figned  or 
marked  by  Paris  himfelf,  and  read  to 
him.  All  the  world  knows,  that  a  copy  of 
any  paper,  attefted  by  a  notary,  requires 
the  folemnity  of  two  reputable  witnefles  to 
give  faith  to  the  notary's  atteftation.  To 
this  paper,  however,  though  of  the  greateft 
importance,  there  are  no  witnefles.  The 
whole  then  depends  entirely  upon  the 
naked  affertion  of  this  noted  clerk  of 
Murray  alone,  contradicted,  as  we  have 
feen,  in  the  moft  public  manner,  by  all 
the  world,  and  even  tacitly  difavowed 
by  himfelf. 

To  the  above,  let  us  add  the  proof 
which  arifes  from  comparing  this  pre- 
tended confeflion  of  Paris  with  Mur- 
ray's Journal,  already  taken  notice  of, 
which  laft  clearly  confutes  that  material 
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fadt,  with  refpedl  to  Paris's  delivering  the 
Queen's  Letter  to  Bothwell,  as  afferted  by 
him  in  this  confeffion,  and  confequently  dif- 
credits  the  whole. 

As  for  the  pretended  declaration  of  the 
pth  of  Auguft,  fince  that  only  charges  the 
Earl  of  Bothwell,  and  not  the  Queen,  with 
any  acceffion  to  the  murder^  it  does  not 
fall  within  my  plan,  although  liable  to  the 
fame  objections  with  the  above  pretended 
confeffion  againft  the  Queen.  Befides,  Mr. 
Goodall  has,  however,  upon  good  ground* 
fhown  it  to  be  an  impofture  ** 

Before  we  conclude  this  fubjeft,  we  muft 
again  beg  leave '  to  take  notice  of  Mr. 
Hume's  arguments  in  fupport  of  this  noted 
piece  of  evidence  of  Paris*  "  It  is  in  vain'* 
(fays  he)  "  at  prefent  to  feek  improbabilities 
"  in  Nicholas  Hubert's  dying  confeffion, 
"  and  to  magnify  the  fmalleft  difficulty  into 

*  Goodall,  vol.  i.  p.  137. 

Y  a  "  a  con- 
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"  a  contradiction.  It  was  certainly  a  regu- 
"  lar  judicial  paper,  given  in  regularly  and 
"judicially ;  and  ought  to  have  been  can- 
"  varied  at  the  time,  if  the  perfons  whom 
"it  concerned  had  been  aflured  of  their 
"  own  innocence  *." 

Here  we  fee  a  fhort,  but  very  pofitive 
decifion  againft  all  and  every  objection  that 
poflibly  can  be  brought  againft  Paris's  con- 
feffion.  But  upon  what  does  this  Author 
ground  his  fentence  ?  Upon  two  fafls  af- 
firmed by  him,  which  truly  never  did 
exift  :  iy?,  That  the  confeflion  was  a  judicial 
one,  that  is,  taken  in  prefence  or  by  autho- 
rity of  a  Judge ;  and,  idly^  That  it  was  re- 
gularly and  judicially  gi*utn  in  \  that  muft 
be  underftood,  during  the  time  of  the  con- 
ferences before  Queen  Elizabeth  and  her 
Council,  in  prefence  of  Mary's  commit- 

*  Hume,  vol.  ii.  p.  500.  firft  edition  quarto. — This 
argument  feems  to  be  a  favourite  one  with  our  Au- 
thor: we  have  feen  him  apply  it  in  the  fame  decifive 
to  the  French  Letters,  fupra,  p.  170. 

fioners ; 
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fioners ;  at  which  time  fhe  ought  to  have 
canvafied  it,  fays  our  Author,  if  fhe  knew 
her  innocence. 

That  it  was  not  a  judicial  confeffion,  is 
evident :  the  paper  itfelf  does  not  bear  any 
fuch  mark  ;  nor  does  it  mention  that  it 
was  taken  in  prefence  of  any  known  perfon, 
or  by  any  authority  whatfoever ;  arid,  by 
comparing  it  with  the  judicial  examinations 
of  DalgleiiTi,  Hay,  and  Hepburn,  in  pages 
320,  321,  it  is  apparently  deftitute  of  evety 
formality  requifite  in  a  judicial  evidence. 
In  what  dark  corner,  then,  this  ftrange 
produ&ion  was  conceived,  our  Author  may 
endeavour  to  find  out,  if  he  can* 

As  to  his  fecond  aflertion,  That  it  was 
regularly  zn&  judicially  gfocn  /#,  and  there- 
fore ought  to  have  been  canvafled  by  Mary 
during  the  conferences ;  we  have  already 
feen,  that  this  likewife  is  not  fact.  The 
conferences  broke  up  in  February  1569, 
Nicholas  Hubert  was  not  hanged  till  Au- 
Y  3  guft 
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gufl  thereafter,  and  his  dying  confeffion, 
as  Mr.  Hume  calls  it,  is  only  dated  the 
loth  of  that  month,  and  was  never  fhewn 
to  the  Queen  or  her  friends.  How  then 
can  this  gentleman  gravely  tell  us,  that  this 
confeffion  v?&s  judicially  given  /#,  and  ought 
to  have  been  at  that  very  time  canvafled  by 
Queen  Mary  and  her  commiffioners,  who 
never  law  it  *  ? — In  anfwer,  then,  to  Mr, 
Hume,  As  the  Queen's  accufers  did  noi; 
chufe  to  produce  to  public  trial  this  mate- 
rial witnefs  Paris,  whom  they  had  alive, 
and  in  their  hands,  nor  any  declaration  or 
confeffion  from  him  at  any  time,  for  hav- 
ing it  canvafled  by  the  Queen,  I  appre-? 
hend  our  Author's  conclufion  may  fairly  be 
turned  againft  himfelf,  That  it  is  in  vain 
at  prefent  to  iupport  the  improbabilities  and 
abfurdities  in  a  confeffion,  taken  in  a  clan- 

*  Mr,  Hume,  in  the  fecond  and  fubfequent  editions 
cf  his  Hiftory,  has  thought  fit  to  drop  his  arguments 
altogether  in  fupport  of  fo  glaring  a  forgery  as  this  of 
Hubert's  confeffion,  by  tacitly  withdrawing  the  para- 
graph above  inferted, 

%  deftine 
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deftine  way,  nobody  knows  how;  and 
produced  after  Paris's  death,  by  nobody 
knows  whom ;  and  from  all  appearance 
deftitute  of  every  formality  requifite  and 
common  to  fuch  fort  of  evidence.  For 
thefe  reafons,  I  am  under  no  fort  of  hefita- 
tion  to  give  fentence  againft  Nicholas  Hu- 
bert's confeffion,  as  a  palpable  impofture 
and  forgery. 


Y4 
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CHAR       V. 

Summary  and  Trial  of  the  Evidence. 


'"F^HE  learned  and  judicious  Bayle  has 
made  a  very  juft  obfervation  on  the 
cafe  of  Queen  Mary  and  her  adverfaries  : 
"  One  of  two  things"  (fays  that  Author) 
"  muft  have  been  the  cafe  ;  either  that  they 
"  who  forced  that  Princefs  out  of  her  king- 
"  dorn,  were  the  greateft  villains  in  nature; 
'*  or  that  {he  was  the  moft  infamous  of  wo- 
men. Thefe  are  two  fcales  of  a  balance, 
equally  poifed  ;  you  cannot  load  the  one 
without  lightening  the  other  precifely  to 
the  fame  degree.  In  the  fame  manner, 
<e  whatever  ferves  to  acquit  the  Queen, 
"  aggravates  the  guilt  of  her  enemies  in  the 
"  fame  proportion  ;  and  whatever  ferves  to 

"  load 
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"  load  the  Queen,   extenuates  their  crime 
"  in  a  like  degree  *." 

Here  then  we  have  a  juft  balance,  in 
which  the  cafe  of  Mary  and  her  accufers 
may  with  certainty  be  weighed,  and  by 
this  ftandard  judged  and  determined  with 
great  exadtnefs. 

The  weights  to  be  put  in  the  fcales  are, 
the  proofs  which  were  exhibited  by  the 
Earls  of  Murray  and  Morton,  of  the  crimes 
with  which  they  charged  their  Queen  ; 
which  are  likewife  to  be  confidered  as  the 
proofs  of  their  own  juftification,  for  rifing 
in  arms  againft  their  Sovereign,  for  im- 
prifoning  her,  and,  finally,  for  the  long 
train  of  her  calamities,  and  death,  all  con- 
fequent  to  their  rebellion. 

The  fcales  being  now  fairly  loaded,  and 
the  balance  exadly  poifed,  let  us  carefully 


*  Bayle's  Hift.  Di#.  vol.  ii.  p.  i8r. 

examine 
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examine  the  weights,  before  we  pretend  to 
abftradt  one  grain  from  the  fcales.  One 
fcruple  taken  from  either  of  them,  muft 
alter  the  poife.  If  then  we  take  out  the 
heavieft  weight,  and  put  it  in  the  oppofite 
fcale,  that  directly  preponderates,  the  other 
flies  up. 

We  (hall,  therefore,  begin  with  examin- 
ing the  heavieft  weight  in  the  fcale  againft 
the  Queen,  that  is,  her  Letters  to  Both- 
well  :  and,  to  avoid  all  imputation  of  par- 
tiality, let  us  try  them  according  to  the 
rules  of  equity,  as  in  a  court  of  juftice, 
by  hearing  both  fides.  We  begin  with  the 
accufers. 

i.  The  Earl  of  Morton  at  firft  produced 
thofe  Letters,  and  affirmed,  on  his  word  of 
honour^  that  his  fervants  feized  them  in  the 
cuftody  of  George  Dalgleifh,  one  of  Both- 
well's  fervants,  who  had  brought  them  out 


of  the  caftle  of  Edinburgh, 


The 
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2.  The   Earls  of  Murray   and  Morton 
affirm,  on  their  honour^  that  they  are  the 
hand-writing  of  the  Queen,  both  in  their 
own  Secret  Council,  and  in  the  Regent's 
Parliament  in  Scotland,  and  before  Queen 
Elizabeth  and  her  Council  in  England. 

3.  They  are  produced  at  York  and  Weft* 
minfter  to  the  Englifh  Council,  and  com- 
pared with  other  letters  of  Mary's  hand- 
writing, and  appear  to  be  fimilar  to  them. 

4.  and  laftly,  Several  of  the  incidents 
mentioned  in  the  Letters  themfelves,  fuch 
as  the  converfations  between  the  King  and 
Queen  at  Glafgow,  are,  by  Crawford,  one 
of  the  Earl  of  Lennox's  vaflals,  affirmed, 
upon  oath,  to  be  true. 

Such  are  the  proofs  brought  in  fupport 
of  the  Letters.  Let  us  now  turn  to  the 
pther  fide,  and  hear  what  are  the  anfwers, 

and 
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and  the  objections  made  to  them  on  the  part 
of  Queen  Mary. 

1.  Queen  Mary  denies  the  Letters  to  be 
her  hand-writing,   and  afferts  them  to  be 
forged   by  her  accufers,  Murray,  Morton, 
and  Lethington;  and  offers  to  prove  this. 

2.  Morton's  bare  affirmation  of  the  way 
in  which  the  Letters  came  into  his  hands, 
as  he  is  a  party,  can  never  in  equity  be  re- 
garded.    Nay,  the  Letters  appearing  firft 
in  his  hands,  was  -of  itfelf  fufpicious,     Be- 
iides,  his  ftifling  the  evidence  of  Dalglit/h^ 
or  forbearing  to  interrogate  him  judicially, 
how  he  came  by  thefe  Letters,  which  would 
have  put  this  affair  in  a  true  light ;    and 
his  neglecting  to  examine  his  ownfervants 
publicly,  who  feized  Dalgleifh  with  the  Box, 
as  to  what  they  knew  of  that  affair ;    arid, 
in  place  of  the  legal  declaration  of  thofe  who 
were  the  only  proper  witneffes  to  prove  this 
fact,  obtruding  his  own  affirmation  only: 

thefe 
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thefe  omiffions,  I  fay,  double  the  fufpicion, 
that  he  himfelf,  and  his  fa&ion,  were  the 
contrivers  of  the  Letters. 

3.  The  affirmation  of  Murray  and  Mor- 
ton on  the  authenticity  of  the  Letters,  both 
in  Scotland  and    England,    can   bear    no 
greater  degree  of  credit,  than  Queen  Mary's 
denial,   and  the  affirmation  of  herfelf,  and 
moft  of  the  nobility  of  Scotland*,  that  thofe 
Letters  were  forged. 

4.  The  fimilarity  of  one  hand-writing  to 
another,  is  fuch  a  proof  as  no  man  can  be 
certain  of:  far  lefs  in  the  cafe  of  thefe  Let- 
ters,   appearing  in  fo  clandeftine  a  way, 
in  the  hands  of  Morton,   the  Queen's  in- 
veterate enemy  and  accufer.     Add  to  this, 
what  is  affirmed  by  Mary,  that  her  enemies 
had  often  counterfeited  letters  in  her  name; 
which  is  corroborated  by  a  contemporary 
author,  who  relates  it  as  a  well-known  faft, 

*  Cotton  Lib.     Goodall,  vol.  ii,  p.  360. 

that 
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that  Lethington  her  Secretary  had  often 
pra£tifed  this  vile  fraud  *. 

5.  That  feveral  of  the  incidents  mentioned 
in  the  Letters  might  be  very  true,  is  not 
denied.  The  plan  of  the  forgers  was  furely 
to  interfperfe  truth  with  falfehood.  Craw- 
ford's teftimony  on  the  truth  of  feveral  of 
the  incidents  mentioned  in  the  Letters  might 
therefore  be  true,  and  yet  the  Letters  them- 
felves  might  be  forged. 

But  the  objections  to  the  Letters  on 
the  part  of  the  Queen,  are  of  a  different 
nature. 

l.  The  Letters,  as  exhibited  by  Murray 
and  Morton,  wanted  the  dates,  place  from 
which  they  were  written,  the  fubfcriptions, 
feals,  and  addrefles.  Could  any  judge  or 
jury,  then,  have  admitted  thefe  Letters  as 
authentic,  and  as  written  by  Queen  Mary 

*  Crawford's  Memoirs,  p.  100. 

to 
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to  the  Earl  of  Bothwell,    upon  the  bare 
word  of  her  accufer  ? 

2.  The    only    proof   they   could   have 
brought  to  fupport  their  affirmation,  was 
by  the  oath  of  Hubert,  that  he  got  the 
Letters  from  the  Queen's  own  hand,  and 
delivered  them  to  Bothwell ;   and  by  Dal- 
gleifh,  that  he  got  them  from  Sir  James 
Balfour,  in  the  caftle  of  Edinburgh,    and 
was    carrying    them   to    Bothwell  ;     and 
laftly,  by  Morton's  fervants,    who  feized 
Dalgleifli  with  the  Box  and  Letters.     It  is 
impoffible,  therefore,   to  frame  any  plau- 
fible  reafon,  why  thefe  feveral  perfons  weje 
not  called  upon  to  prove  thefe  fafts,  but 
this  only,  that  there  was  not  a  word  of 
truth  in  the  flory. 

3.  The  Letters  are  produced  in  public, 
under  different  drefles.     Before  the  Secret 
Council,  they  bear  to  be  fubfcribed  by  the 
Queen's  hand  \  in  their  fecond  appearance^ 

before 
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before  Regent  Murray's  Parliament,  they 
•want  the  fubfcription  altogether.  This  is 
proved  by  the  acts  of  Council,  and  of  Par- 
liament, in  the  regifters. 

4.  While  the  conferences  were  going  on 
at  York,  the  Letters  were  privately,  and  in 
fecret  conference,  fliown  by  Lethington  and 
Buchanan,  to  the  Englifh   commiffioners, 
but  carefully  concealed  from  Queen  Mary 
and  her  commiflioners. 

5.  The  Queen,  on  the  firft  hearing  of 
thofe  Letters,  earneftly  fupplicates  to  have 
infpe&ion  of  the  originals,   and  to  be  al- 
lowed  copies :    from    which   fhe   offers  to 
prove  them    to    be   forged    and  fpurious. 
Both  requefts  are  refufed  to  her,  the  Let- 
ters  are   delivered   back   to   her   accufers, 
and  to  her  dying  day  fhe  never  could  get 
a  fight  of  thefe  originals,  or  attefted  copies 
of  them. 

6.  The  Letters,    of  which   copies  only 
are    now    extant,    are,   to  demonftratiori, 

proved, 
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proved,  and  forced  to  be  acknowledged, 
even  by  the  writers  againft  the  Queen*,  to 
be  palpable  tranflations  from  the  Scotch  and 
Latin  of  George  Buchanan. 

And,  laftly,  Murray  arid  Morton,  the 
Queen's  accufers,  in  order  to  make  good 
their  charge  or  accufation  againft  the  Queen, 
have  produced  falfe  and  forged  evidence, 
1)1%.  Hubert's  confeffion,  which  we  have 
proved  to  be  a  forgery :  from  whence  the 
fame  prefumption,  had  we  no  other  proof 
againft  the  Letters,  muft  arife,  that  they  are 
forged  likewife  f . 

Such  are  the  proofs  on  both  fides  for 
and  againft  the  authenticity  of  the  Letters. 
Let  us  now  put  the  queftion  to  any  im- 

*  Hume,  vol.  ii.  p.  499.  Robertfon,  vol.  ii. 
DifT.  p.  25, 

t  We  may  alfo  inftance  the  Love-fonnets,  and  a 
flill  more  palpable  forgery  of  a  paper  produced  by  thefe 
aflbciates  to  Queen  Elizabeth's  three  commiUioners  at 
York,  which,  in  the  Second  Part,  we  (hall  prove  clearly 
to  be  fo. 

VOL.  I.  Z  partial 
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partial  perfon  who  underftands  the  nature 
of  evidence.  Would  thofe  Letters,  found 
in  the  cuftody  of  Morton,  deftitute  of  fub- 
fcription,  feal,  and  addrefs,  and  in  the 
face  of  fo  many  other  unfurmountable  ob- 
jections, have  been  fuftained  as  genuine 
authentic  writings,  in  any  court  of  law 
or  juftice,  upon  the  bare  appearance  or 
fimilarity  of  the  Queen's  hand-writing, 
and  the  naked  word  of  Murray  and  Mor- 
ton the  accufers  ?  I  am  not  afraid  of  the 
imputation  of  rafhnefs,  when  I  venture 
to  fay,  that  at  this  day,  I  am  convince4 
that  no  impartial  jury,  or  judge,  could, 
upon  confcience,  hav«^  given  judgment 
for  thefe  Letters  as  genuine,  and  returned  a 
verdicl;  and  fentence  in  their  favour  as  fuch. 

If  this  is  the  cafe,  I  think?  with  Monfieur 
Bayle's  approbation,  he  himfelf  holding  the 
balance,  I  may  venture  to  take  this  weight 
from  Murray  and  Morton's  fcale,  and  put 
it  into  the  Queen's.  The  cafe  then  is  de- 
3  termined 
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termined  at  once,  the  fcale  is  turned  in  fa- 
vour of  the  Queen.  But  ftill  there  remains 
another  weight  againft  her,  that  is,  Hubert's 
confeffion  :  this  we  have  fo  recently  proved 
to  be  a  forgery,  that  it  is  needlefs  here 
to  recapitulate  the  objections  to  a  piece  of 
manufacture  abounding  with  fo  many  ab- 
furdities  and  improbabilities  (as  Dr.  Robert- 
fon  acknowledges),  and  altogether  deflitute 
.of  every  effential  requifite  to  a  judicial  pa- 
per.  If  this  weight  is  taken  from  Murray 
and  Morton's  fcale,  and  put  to  the  Queen's, 
what  then  remains  in  the  oppoilte?  Nothing 
but  conjectures,  arguments  a  priori^  and  ir*- 
ferences  drawn  from  falfe  premifes,  all  as 
light  as  air !  The  Queen's  fcale,  then,  pre- 
ponderates ;  that  of  her  adverfaries  j#/V/  up^ 
.and  kicks  the  beam. 
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PART      II. 

CHAP.    I. 

£>ueen  Marys  Accufation  again/1  the  Earls  of 
Murray  and  Morton,  and  Secretary  Le- 
thington,  as  Confpirators  in  tht  Murder  of 
Lord  Darnley. — Mr.  Hume  and  Dr.  Ro- 
bertfons  Defence  of  them. — Heads  of  the 
Charge  undertaken  to  be  proved  againjl 
them. 

TTAVING    examined  the  evidence  that 
was  produced  by  the  Earls  of  Mur- 
ray and  Morton,  and  Secretary  Lething- 
Z  3  ton, 
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ton,  for  proving  Queen  Mary  guilty  of 
the  crimes  with  which  that  confederacy 
accufed  her,  we  have  attempted  to  prove, 
that  thefe  evidences,  fo  far  from  being 
fufficient  to  make  out  the  accufation,  were 
themfelves  falfe  and  forged.  If  in  this  we 
have  fucceeded,  according  to  the  judgment 
of  Monfieur  Bayle  (a  judge,  who  has 
{hewn  himfelf,  by  his  writings,  nowife 
prejudiced  in  favour  of  Mary),  it  fhould 
determine  the  queftion,  and  prove,  not  only 
that  the  Queen  is  innocent^  but  moreover 
that  her  accufers  themfelves  muft  be  guilty.. 
Plain  however  as  this  confequence  is,  to 
iatisfy  the  curious,  I  mean  to  go  a  ftep  fur- 
ther, and  try,  even  at  this  day,  by  direct 
evidence,  to  trace  the  footfteps  of  thofe 
dark,  daring  confederates,  in  the  bloody 
fcene  of  Darnley's  death,  through  the  thick 
cloud  in  which  they  have  enveloped  them- 
felves. 

The  Queen's  accufation  againft  her  baftard 
brother  the  Earl  of  Murray,  and  his  con- 
federates^ 
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federates^  Morton  and  Lethington,  was, 
in  general,  "  That  they  were  the  in- 
"  ventors,  confpirators,  and  fome  of  them 
"  the  executors  of  the  murder  of  the 
«  King  *," 

Now,  before  we  enter  into  the  defence 
made  to  this  accufation,  the  two  following 
points,  which  I  think  naturally  do  refult 
from  the  Queen's  accufation,  will,  I  hope, 
be  readily  granted. 

Firft^  That  if  the  Queen  had  made  good 
this  accufation,  and  proved,  that  the  ac- 
cufers  themfelves,  Murray,  Morton,  and 
Lethington,  had  been  in  the  confpiracy  of 
the  King's  murder ;  in  that  cafe  fhe  her- 
felf  could  not  have  been  in  that  confede- 
racy, or  guilty  of  the  murder.  This  I 
take  to  be  confiftent  with  common  fenfe  and 
reafon  f. 

*  Cotton  Lib.     Goodall,  vol.  ii.  p.  298. 
f  Dr.  Robertfon  ufes  the  very  fame  argument  in  his 
vindication  of  the  Earl  of  Murray,  Dffirtation,  p.  4. 

Z  4  Secondly, 
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Secondly,  I  prefume  it  will  likewife  be 
granted,  that  as  this  triumvirate,  Murray, 
Morton,  and  Lethington,  had  been  from 
the  beginning  equally  embarked  in  the  fame 
caufe ;  as  they  had  with  one  voice  publicly 
accufed  their  Sovereign  of  the  above  crimes, 
and  pretended  to  bring  proof  of  their  accufa- 
tion;  and  as  they  had,  by  that  means, 
deprived  her  of  her  crown,  and  poflefled 
themfelves  of  the  government  of  her  king- 
dom :  if,  I  fay,  the  Queen  could  have 
proved  that  thefe  joint  accufers,  or  any  of 
them,  had  themfelves  been  the  authors  or 
contrivers  of  the  King's  death,  in  that  cafe 
the  whole  triumvirate,  asfocii  criminis,  muft 
one  and  all  of  them  be  deemed  guilty,  as 
acceflbries  to  the  murder. 

Thefe  two  points  being  allowed,  let  us 
now  turn  to  the  other  fide,  and  hear  what 
defence  Murray  and  his  aflbciates  have 
made  for  themfelves,  and  what  has  been 
faid  for  them  by  the  writers  upon  their  fide, 

in  anfwer  to  the  Queen's  accufation. 

i  The 
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The  anfwer  made  by  Murray  and  his 
afibciates  to  the  Queen's  accufation,  was 
in  thefe  general  terms :  "  That  they  deny 
"  they  were  culpable  thereof." 

Mr.  Hume  argues  thus  in  their  defence 
againft  the  above  accufation :  "  The 
Queen's  accufation  coming  fo  late,  can 
only  be  regarded  as  an  angry  retaliation 
upon  her  enemy:  Unlefs"  (adds  this 
gentleman)  "  we  take  this  angry  accufation 
of  Mary's  to  be  an  argument  of  Murray's 
guilt,  there  remains  not  the  Icqfl  pre- 
iimptlon^  which  fhould  lead  us  to  fulpedt 
"  him  to  have  been  an  accomplice  in  the 

"  crime.-- Murray  could  have    had    no 

"  motives  to  commit  that  crime. The 

"  King's  murder,  indeed,  procured  him 
"  the  Regency ;  but  much  more  Queen 
"  Mary's  ill  conduft,  which  he  could  not 

"  forefee  V 

Dr. 

*  Hume,  vol.  ii.  p.  500. 

Mr.  Hume  is  rather  precipitate,  when  he  ventures  to 

fay,  that  Mary  was  the  only  accufer  of  Murray. We 

(hall 
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Dr.  Robertfon  argues  thus  on  the  fame 
fide  :  "  Murray,  on  the  Queen's  return  to 
"  Scotland,  ferved  her  with  great  fidelity^ 
"  and,  by  his  prudent  adminiftration,  ren- 
"  dered  her  fo  popular,  and  fo  powerful, 
"  as  enabled  her  with  eafe  to  cruih  a  for- 
"  midablc  infurreElion  ralfed  by  bimfelfm  the 
"  year  1565.  What  motive  could  induce 
"  Murray  to  murder  a  Prince,  without 
u  capacity,  without  followers,  without  in- 
<c  fluence  ?  It  is  difficult  to  conceive  what 
"  Murray  had  to  fear  from  the  King's  life* 
"  It  is  no  eafy  matter  to  guefs  what  he  could 

"  gain  by  his  death. If  Murray   had 

"  inftigated  Bothwell  to  commit  the  crime, 
<r  or  had  himfelf  been  acceflbry  to  it,  what 
"  hopes  were  there,  that  Bothwell  would 
"  filently  bear,  from  a  fellow-criminal,  all 

(hall  fee  afterwards  a  particular  accufation  of  him  by 
the  Earls  of  Huntly  and  Argyle,  with  their  grounds 
for  that  accufation ;  a  ftill  more  pointed  one,  from 
Lord  Herries ; — and  a  more  folemn  one,  figned  by 
no  lefs  than  feventeen  of  the  chief  Nobility  of  Scot- 
land. Goodall,  vol.  ii.  p.  254. 

44  the 
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"  the  perfecutions  which  he  fuffered,  with- 
<c  out  retorting  upon  him  the  accufation, 
**  or  revealing  the  whole  fcene  of  iniqui- 

cc  ty  ? Or  is  it  probable  that  Murray 

"  would  firft  raife  Bothwell  to  fupreme 
"  power,  in  hopes  that  afterwards  he  might 
"  crufh  him  *  ?" 

Such  is  the  anfwer  and  defence  made  by 
the  writers  on  Murray's  fide  of  the  queftion, 
to  the  Queen's  general  accufation  of  him 
and  his  aflbciates. 

We  are  here  amufed  with  fine-fpun  ar- 
ments  a  priori,  endeavouring  to  overturn 
fads  by  inferences,  from  the  feeming  un- 
reafonablenefs  of  the  motives  produdive  of 
thefe  fads.  Were  the  certainty  of  events 
to  be  determined  only  by  an  indudion  of 
probable  caufes,  there  muft  be  an  end  of 
all  hiftorical  faith,  we  muft  doubt  of  every 
thing  that  does  not  fall  under  the  dired 

*  Diflertation,  p.  3. 

convidion 
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conviction  of  our  own  eyes.  Dr.  Robertibri 
afks,  What  motive  could  induce  Murray  to 
murder  Daraley  ?  His  friend  Mr.  Hume 
(hall  anfwer  him,  It  'was  to  procure  bimfelf 
the  Regency*  But  unluckily,  after  all,  the 
fpecious  reafo Fiing  of  thefe  gentlemen  is 
contrary  to  facts,  againft  which  there  is  no 
arguing.  It  is  by  facts  eftabliftied  on  folid 
grounds,  that  we  mean  to  combat  fpecious 
theories. — We  mall  by  and  by  fee  a  plain 
proof,  in  direct  contradiction  to  all  and 
each  of  the  above  arguments  \—frft^  Of 
Murray,  this  faithful  minijler  to  Sjueen  Maryy 
as  they  are  pleafed  to  call  him,  his  trai- 
terous  affociation  with  Morton  and  Leth ing- 
ton,  and  their  inlifting  themfelves  in  the 
fervice  of  Queen  Elizabeth,  both  before,  at 
the  time  of,  and  after,  Queen  Mary's  re- 
turn to  Scotland. 

We  fliall  fee  the  fame  Murray,  who  bad 
nothing  to  fear  from  Darnley,  without  any 
juft  caufe  or  pretence,  prompted  by  his 

ambitious 
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ambitious  views  only,  and  trufting  to 
promifed  affiftance  from  Queen  Elizabeth, 
raife  and  put  himfelf  at  the  head  of  an 
open  rebellion,  with  an  avowed  defign  to 
kill  Lord  Darnley,  and  to  make  the  Queen 
a  captive. 

We    (hall    trace    the     fame    traiterous 
confederacy  of  Murray   and  his  afibciates 
through  feveral   conspiracies  againft   their 
Sovereign,  until  the  actual  murder  of  Lord 
Darnley ;    when  we  fhall  fee  Morton  and 
Lethington,    the    agents   of  Murray,    and 
privy  to  the  King's  death,  joining  all  their 
forces  to  get  the  Earl  of  Bothwell,  whom 
they  kneiq  to  be  the  active  perfon  in  the 
murder,  folemnly  acquitted  of  it ;  and  not- 
•withftanding  the  improbability  of  the  fcheme^ 
according  to  Dr.    Rohertfon,   we  fhall,  in 
fact,  fee  the  fame  confederacy  labouring  to 
promote    a    marriage  between  the  Queen 
and    Bothwell,    their    affociate ;     and    no 
fconer  is  that  apcomplimed,  than  we  fhall 

fee 
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fee  them  raife  the  cry  againft  him  for  the 
murder,  inftigate  and  head  a  rebellion 
againft  him,  and  the  Queen,  whom  they 
involve  in  the  fame  ruin,  while  Bothwel! 
is  fuffered  to  make  his  efcape,  for  fear  of 
his  revealing  the  whole  fcene  of  iniquity. 

Thefe  fads,  which  overturn  the  whole 
arguments  and  conjectures  of  the  two 
Hiftorians,  we  lhall,  in  the  fequel,  en- 
deavour to  prove  from  unqueftionable 
evidence. 

But,  previous  to  our  entering  upon  this 
matter,  it  is  of  confequence  to  take  notice 
of  the  fallacy  that  has  been  ufed  by  the 
advocates  on  the  oppofite  fide,  by  a  vindi- 
cation of  the  Earl  of  Murray  only.  He  is 
fubftituted  in  place  of  the  whole  party,  as 
if  the  Queen's  accufation  had  been  con- 
fined to  him  alone  ;  which  is  not  the  cafe, 
as  Morton,  Lethington,  and  the  other  con- 
federates, were  jointly  accufed  with  him. 

Murray 
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Murray  indeed,  who  appears  to  have  been 
the  head  and  director  of  the  whole,  feems 
to  have  taken  very  great  care  to  fcreen  him- 
felf  from  public  view  ;  while  Morton  and 
Secretary  Lethington,  his  two  inftruments, 
acted  more  boldly,  and  with  lefs  caution. 
By  this  piece  of  fleight,  the  contriver  and 
mover  of  the  whole  machine  kept  himfelf 
fiid,  as  he  imagined,  behind  the  curtain, 
and  now,  fecure  in  his  artifices,  boldly  fteps 
forth,  while  his  under-aclors  make  their 
retreat,  and  by  his  interpofition  feem  to 
elude  the  fearch. 

By  this  piece  of  fophiftry,  the  partifans 
;of  the  Queen  have  been  impofed  upon  :  in 
purfuing  Murray,  they  let  his  two  inftru- 
ments,  Morton  and  Lethington,  efcape : 
we  propofe,  however,  to  follow  a  courfe 
new  and  unattempted  ;  to  direct  our  in^ 
quiry  into  the  partkular  conduct  of  each 
of  the  triumvirate  ;  and,  at  the  fame  time, 
endeavour  to  difcoyer  the  chain  which 

united 
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united  this  confederacy  againft  the  Queen, 
during  her  whole  reign :  fo  that,  by  j  udgirig 
of  each  feparately,  or  connecting  the  whole 
together,  the  Reader,  in  one  view,  may 
determine  for  himfelf :  and  on  this  plan 
we  propofe  to  give  a  fair  detail  of  facls, 
with  the  authorities  from  which  we  take 
them,  fo  that  the  public  may  the  better 
judge  of  their  weight. 
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CHAP.      II. 

Secret  AJjbciation  of  the  Confederates  'with 

Queen  Elizabeth.  Murray  s  Infur- 

reftion^  Rebellion,  and  Dejign  to  kill  Lord 
Darn  ley. His  Banifhment. 

T  NOW  proceed  to  my  fubjecT: ;  and  in 
order  to  enable  the  reader  to  form  a 
judgment  of  what  part  Murray,  Morton, 
and  Secretary  Lethington,  had  in  the  great 
event  of  Darnley's  death,  it  is  neceflary  to 
trace  their  conduct  for  fome  time  preceding 
that  period. 

On  the  death  of  the  Queen-Regent,  mo- 
ther to  Mary,  then  in  France,  the  Earl  of 
Murray,  then  Prior  of  St.  Andrew's,  and 
the  Queen's  baftard-brother,  was  at  the 

VOL.  I.  A  a  head 
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head  of  the  Reformed  party  in  Scotland  j 
at  which  time  it  was  reported,  that  he  had 
the  crown  in  view  for  himfelf.  Our  au- 
thority for  this  is,  in  the  firft  place,  a  letter 
from  Sir  Nicholas  Throckmorton,  the  Eng- 
lifh  ambaflador  in  France,  to  Secretary 
Cecil,  dated  the  26th  of  July  1559:  "  lam" 
(fays  he)  "  fecretly  informed,  that  there 
"  is  a  party  in  Scotland  for  placing  the 
"  Prior  of  St.  Andrew's  in  the  ftate  of 
"  Scotland,  and  that  the  Prior  himfelf, 
"  by  all  the  fecret  means  he  can,  afpires 
"  thereto*." 

Queen  Elizabeth,  in  her  inftruclioiis  to. 
the  Earl  of  Shrewfberry,  owns  her  know- 
ledge of  this  fcheme  :  "  Before  the  treaty 
of  Edinburgh,"  (fays  that  Queen)  "there 
was  an  intent  difcovered  unto  us  by  Le- 
thington,  to  deprive  her  (Queen  Mary) 
"  of  her  crown,  which  we  utterly  re- 
"  jeded  f." 

*  Dr.  Forbcs's  Col.   vol.  i.   p.  130. 
t  Cot.  Lib,  Calig,  C.  9, 

At 
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At  a  meeting  of  the  Nobility  and  Clergy 
at  Dunbartori,  i-2th  September  1568,  in 
a  paper  figned  by  nineteen  Lords,  eight 
Bifhops,  and  eight  Abbots,  and  fent  to  Queen 
Mary's  Commiffioners  at  Weftminfter,  in 
the  time  of  the  conferences,  it  is  thus  af- 
firmed by  them  :  "  It  is  dilligentlie  to  be 
"  remembered,  how  fhortlie  aftir  our 
"  Sovereign's  hame-coming  fra  the  realm 
"  of  France,  in  Scotland,  the  Erie  of  Mur- 
<c  ray  having  refpecT;  then,  and  as  appears, 
"  yet,  by  his  proceedings,  to  place  himfelf 
"  in  the  government  of  this  realme,  and 
"  to  ufurp  this  kingdom." 


Let  us  now  fee  what  evidence  there  is  of 
any  fteps  taken  by  Murray  in  the  profe- 
cution  of  thefe  views.  Queen  Mary  having 
determined  to  leave  France,  and  come 
over  to  her  own  kingdom,  made  applica- 
tion to  Queen  Elizabeth  for  a  fafe  conduct, 
and  leave  to  pafs  through  England  in  her 
way  to  Scotland.  Both  thefe  fuits  were  re- 
A  a  2  fufed 
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fuied  to  her:  and  on  Mary's  taking  her 
way  by  iea,  fome  fhips  of  war  were  fud- 
denly  fent  out  by  Elizabeth^  in  order  to 
intercept  her  in  her  paffage.  The  learned 
Canfden,  from  the  letters  of  the  Earl  cf 
Murray's  party  in  Scotland,  to  Queen  Eli- 
zabeth and  her  minifters,  with  whom  a 
fecret  correfpondence  was  at  that  time 
kept,  informs  us  of  the  part  Murray  acted 
on  that  occaiion :  "  James,  the  baftard,'' 
(fays  that  learned  writer,)  "  having  re- 
"  turned  from  France  through  England, 
"  gave  advices  underhand  to  intercept  her, 
"  both  for  Elizabeth's  fecurity  and  the  in- 
"  tereft  of  religion. — Lethington"  (adds 
|ie)  *c  advifed  the  fame  tiling;  left,  iffhe 
**  fliould  return,  fhe  fhould  raife  wonderful 
"  tragedies,  cut  off  their  intercourfe  with 
"  the  Englifh,  and  deprefs  the  fa&ion  that 
'*  favoured  them."  Camden  mentions  the 
letters  of  the  party  in  Scotland,  which  he 
had  feen.  And  what  confirms  his  veracity 
beyond  difpute  is,  that  Lethington's  lettei; 

addrefled 
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addreffed  to  Cecil  to  this  very  purpofe,  is 
ftill  preferved  in  the  Cotton  Library.  This 
letter  fliews  plainly  the  confederacy  be- 
tween the  Engliih  minifters  Cecil  and 
Murray  and  his  party,  that  was  then  form- 
ing to  difturb  the  government  :  "  I  have 
"  been"  (fays  Lethington)  "  thefe  forty 
"  days  in  the  north  parts  of  Scotland 
"  with  my  Lord  James  (Murray)  ;  where 
"  we  have  not  been  altogether  unoccu- 
"  pied,  but  advancing  the  religion,  and  the 
"  common  caufe*  —  I  do  allow  your  opi- 
"  niori  of  the  Queen  our  Sovereign's  jour- 
ney  to  Scotland,  whofe  coming  hither 
fliall  not  fail  to  raife  wonderful  trage- 
dies.  -  She  will  not  be  ferved  with 
thofe  that  bear  any  good  will  to  England. 
Some  quarrel  mall  be  picked  with  them, 
not  clireclly  for  religion  at  the  firft  ;  but 
when  the  accufation  of  herefy  would  be 
45  odious,  men  muft  be  charged  with  trea- 
"  fori.  -  A  few  number  thus  difgraced, 
^  difpatched,  or  difperfed,  the  reft  will  be 
A  a  "  an 
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44  an  eafy  prey;  and  then  may  the  butchery 
44  of  Bonnar  plainly  begin  *." 

That  Queen  Elizabeth  actually  intended 
to  have  intercepted  Queen  Mary  in  her 
voyage  from  France  to  Scotland,  is  proved 
by  her  minifter  the  Lord  Keeper  Bacon's 
direcT:  acknowledging,  in  a  fpeech  made 
in  the  privy  council  of  England,  anno  1562, 
on  the  occafion  of  a  propofal  then  made 
for  an  interview  between  Elizabeth  and 
Mary  :  "  Think  you"  (fays  Lord  Bacon) 
44  that  the  Scottiih  Queen's  fuit  made  in  a 
44  friendly  manner,  to  come  through  Eng- 
44  land,  at  the  time  fhe  left  France  to  come 
44  into  Scotland,  and  the  denial  thereof, 
4C  is  by  them  forgotten  ?  or  elfe  your 
44  fending  your  ihips  to  fea  at  the  time 
44  of  her  paflage  f  ?" 

*  Cotton  Lib.   Calig.  book  x. 

f  Goodall,  vol.  i.  p.  176.  from  a  manufcript,intitled, 
"  Placita  fecreti  concilii,"  formerly  in  the  library  of 
Dr.  Moor  Bifhop  of  Ely,  now  in  the  library  of  the 
univfirfity  of  Cambridge, 

Such 
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Such  is  the  evidence  of  the  Earl  of  Mur- 
ray's views  at  this  time,  and  thofe  cf  his 
party  in  Scotland,  for  having  Queen  Mary 
intercepted  in  her  way  to  Scotland,  and 
detained  a  prifoner  in  England,  that  they 
might  themfelves  feize  the  government  of 
the  kingdom. 

Here  the  reader  is  defired  to  attend  to 
the  following  evidence,  which  fhews,  that, 
at  this  time,  the  fatal  affectation  of  Mur- 
ray, Morion,  and  Lethington,  in  confe- 
deracy with  Queen  Elizabeth)  and  her  mi- 
nifter  Cecil,  was  formed  ;  which  conftantly 
after  this  fubfifted,  and  was  the  fource 
whence  fprung  all  that  feries  of  infurrec- 
tions  and  rebellions  againft  Mary  and  her 
government,  and  from  which  all  the 
calamitous  difafters  of  her  reign  were  de- 
rived, which  ended  in  her  overthrow  and 
death. 

Before  the  Queen's  arrival  from  France, 

which  was  on  the  22d  of  Augttft  1*561, 

A  a  4  Queen 
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Queen  Elizabeth  had  taken  care  to  have 
a  minifter  at  Edinburgh.  This  was  the 
noted  Mr.  Randolph,  who,  upon  pretence 
of  bearing  Elizabeth's  compliments  of  con- 
gratulation, continued  about  Queen  Mary's 
court  as  a  fpy,  giving  the  moft  minute 
intelligence  of  every  thing  done  there,  to 
his  miftrefs  Elizabeth,  and  her  prime  mi- 
nifter Cecil,  and  countenancing  and  en- 
couraging every  cabal  formed  to  difturb 
Mary's  government.  Of  all  this,  Ran- 
dolph's own  letters,  ftill  extant,  are  a  full 
demonftration. 

It  appears,  that  he  had  very  foon  culti- 
vated a  good  underftanding  with  the  moft 
fit  perfons  for  his  purpofe,  fuch  as  the  fa- 
mous John  Knox,  one  of  the  chief  of  the 
Reformed  preachers  *,  and  particularly  with 

the 

*  That  Knox  was  in  the  party,  appears  from  the 
following  evidence.  Randolph,  in  a  letter  to  Cecil,  in 
September  1561,  foon  after  the  Queen's  arrival  in 

Scotland^ 
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the  three    confederates,   Murray,    Morton, 


arid  Lethington. 


In   this    letter  to   Cecil,   gth  of  Auguft 
1561,    a    fortnight   before    Mary's   arrival 

in 

Scotland,  thus  writes  :  "  I  am  earneftly  required  to  let 
"  your  Honour  underfhnd,  from  Mr.  Knox,  that  he 
"  has  received  your  letter  by  the  Laird  of  Lethington, 
<c  to  which  he  will  make  anfwer  at  the  next."  Cot. 
Lib.  Calig.  book  x.  The  refult  of  this  correfpondence 
between  Cecil  and  Knox  may  be  gathered  from  what 
follows.  Randolph  thus  continues  :  "  Where  your 
"  Honour  exhorteth  us  (the  fa£iion  in  the  Englifh  in- 
"  tereft)  to  ftoutnefs,  I  afTure  you  the  voice  of  one  man 
"  is  able,  in  an  hour,  to  put  more  life  in  «j,  than  600 
"  trumpets  continually  bludering  in  our  ears. 

«  Mr.  Knox  fpoke  on  Tuefday  to  the  Queen  :  he 
cc  knocked  fo  haftiiy  upon  her  heart,  that  he  made  her 
<c  to  weep,  as  well  for  anger  as  for  grief. 

"  Upon  Sunday  the  24th  of  September  1561,  her 
*e  Grace's  chaplains,  in  the  Chapel-Royal,  would  have 
"  fung  high  mafs  :  the  Earl  of  Argyle  and  Lord  James 
<£  (i.  e.  Murray)  fo  difturbed  the  quire,  that  fome, 
"  both  priefts  and  clerks,  left  their  places  with  broken 

«c  heads  and  bloody  ears. It  was  a  great  fport  to 

*l  behold  it." 

24th 
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in  Scotland,  he  thus  writes  :  "  I  have  fhewn 
"  your  Honour' s  letter  unto  the  Lord 
"  James  (Murray,),  Lord  Morton,  and  Le- 

"  thington  : 

24th  October'  1651.  "  As  to  Mr.  Knox,  I  com- 
cc  mend  better  the  fticcefs  of  his  doings  and  preach- 

"  i'^s>  tkan  the  manner  thereof. His  prayer  is 

44  daily  for  her  (the  Queen),  That  Gcd  will  turn  her 
44  clftinate  heart  againft  God  and  bis  truth ;  or>  if  the 
44  holy  will  be  otherwife^  to  Jirengthen  the  hearts  and 
44  hands  of  his  chef  en  and  eleff,  ftouily  to  with/land  the 
44  rage  of  all  tyrantsy  &c.  in  words  terrible  enough." 
Cot.  Lib.  Cal.  x. 

In  what  a  piteous  fituation  muft  this  princefs  have 
been,  furrounded  with  thofe  men,  in  league  with  her 
mortal  foe,  who,  on  the  moment  of  her  arrival  among 
them,  could,  in  her  own  capital,  ufe  their  Sovereign 
with  fuch  brutality  ! 

To  fliew  that  the  English  refident  docs  not  mifrepre- 
fent  Knox,  we  fliall  quote  a  fliort  paflage  from  one  of 
his  own  fermons,  and  another  from  his  Hiilory. 

Soon  after  the  Queen's  marriage,  the  King  came  to 
hear  divine  fervice  in  St.  Giles's  church  in  Edinburgh, 
where  Knox.  preached  before  him.  Among  other  fe- 
ditious  paflages,  he  had  this  remarkable  one  :  <c  That 
4C  God,  for  the  offences  and  ingratitude  of  the  people, 
44  fet  in  the  room  (i.  e,  place)  of  princes,  boys  and 

44  women: 
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*c  thington  :  they  wiih,  as  your  Honour 
"  doth,  that  flie  (Mary)  might  be  flayed  yet 
"  for  a  fpace ;  and  if  it  were  not  for  their 


cc  women:  That  God  juftly  punifhed  Ahab  and 
<c  his  pofteiity,  becaufe  he  would  not  take  order 
"  with  that  harlot  Jezebel."  Knox's  Hift.  b.  v,— In 
his  Hiftory  he  fays,  "  Of  the  tyranny  of  the  Guifian 
"  blood,  in  her,  that  for  our  unthankfulnefs  now 
"  reigneth  over  us,  we  have  had  fufficient  experience; 
"  but  of  any  virtue  that  ever  was  efpied  in  King 
u  James  V.  whofe  daughter  Jhe  is  called,  to  this  hour 
"  we  have  never  feen  any  fparkle."  Keith  ^  p.  130. 

Dr.  Robertfon,  in  his  Hiftory,  vol.  i.  p.  157.  is 
pleafed  thus  to  charafterife  Mr.  Knox  :  "  Knox" 
(fays  he)  "  infufed  generous  fentiments  of  govern- 
"  ment  in  the  minds  of  his  hearers." 

I  oppofe  to  this  Mr.  Hume's  character  of  Knox: 
"  The  Queen"  (fays  Mr.  Hume)  "  endeavoured,  by 
"  the  moft  gracious  condefcenfion,  to  win  his  favour; 
"  all  her  infmuations  could  gain  nothing  on  his  ob- 
"  durate  heart. — The  political  principles  of  the  man, 
"  which  he  communicated  to  his  brethren,  were  as 
"  full  of  fedition,  as  his  theological  were  of  rage  and 
u  bigotry."  Vol.  v.  p.  51.  oftavo  edit.  —  The  reader 
will  be  at  no  lofs  to  judge,  which  of  the  hiftorians" 
has  given  the  jufteft  character  of  this  theological 
demagogue, 

"  obedience 
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"  obedience  fake,    fome  of  them  care  not 

"  though    they    never  Jaw    her  face. 

"  They  have  need  to  look  unto  themfelves  : 

«*  for  their  hazard  is  great ;    and  they  fee 

<c  there  is  no  remedy  nor  fafety  for  them- 

u  felves,    but   to  repofe  upon   the  Queen  s 

*  J.     *J  L.  x, 

(Elizabeth's)  Majcftys  favour  andfupport. 
They  are  in  mind  fhortly  to  try  what 
they  may  be  aflured  at,  of  the  Queen's 
Majefty,  and  what  they  may  afluredly 
perform,  of  that  they  intend  to  offer 
"  for  their  parts. — They  intend  to  expof- 
"  tulate  with  me  hereupon.  I  have  my 
"  anfwer  ready  enough  to  them,"— 


(C 

u 

(C 


By  fuch  talk,  as  I  have  of  late  had 
with  the  Lord  James  and  Lcth'mgton^  I 
perceive  that  they  are  of  mind,  that  im- 
"  mediately  of  the  next  convention,  I  fliall 
u  repair  to  you  with  their  determination 
*c  and  refolution  in  all  purpofes,  wherein 
*e  your  Honour's  advice  is  earneftly  and 
«c  fhortly  looked  for.— The  Lord  of  Lc- 

^  thmgton 
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**  thington  leaveth  nothing  at  this  time  un- 
"  written,  that  he  thinketh  may  be  able  to 
u  fatisfy  your  defire  in  knowledge  of  the 
M  prefent  ftate  of  things  here  *." 

We  fee, from  this  letter,  that  the  afFe&ed 
pretence  of  thofe   perfons,    for  aflbciating 
themfelves,    and  carrying  on   this  under- 
hand treacherous    intelligence    and    corre- 
fpondence  with  England,    was  their  fears 
from  Mary  on  her  arrival  in  her  own  do- 
minions.    How  falfe  thefe  pretences  were, 
may  be  judged  from  the  conduct  of  this 
deluded    Princefs ;    who,   immediately  on 
Jier  arrival,  threw  herfelf  into  the  arms  of 
j:hefe    very   men,    Murray,  Morton,    and 
Lethington  f ;    who,  notwithftanding  they 
had  the  fole  power  in  their  hands,  ftill  con- 
tinued to  carry  on  their  treacherous  prac- 
tices with  England. 

*  Cotton  Lib.   B.  x.  fol.  32.     Robertfon,    vol.  ii. 
Append,  p.  ji. 

|  Robertfon,  vol.  i.  p.  230. 

In 
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In  the  abftract  of  Randolph's  letters  to 
Cecil,  now  in  the  Cotton  Library,  we  find 
in  one  of  them,  of  the  igth  June  1563, 
thefe  words :  "  If  any  fufpetted  letters  be 
"  taken  on  the  border,  open  them  not,  but 
"  fend  them  to  my  Lord  of  Murray,  ofwbofe 
"fervice  the  ^ucen  of  England  is  fare*  " 

We  now  proceed  to  unfold  fome  ouvert 
ads  of  Murray,  in  profecution  of  his  view 
of  difturbing  the  government,  and  feizing 
the  reins  into  his  own  hands* 

The  Queen's  purpofe  to  marry  the  Lord 
Darnley,  in  the  year  1565,  was  an  event 
which  feemed  to  crofs  Murray's  ambitious 
views,  in  placing  a  mafter  over  him  for  the 
prefent,  and,  by  the  profpeft  of  the  Queen's 
iffue,  cutting  off  all  his  future  hopes. 

Mary,  then  the  moft  amiable  and  moft 
accomplished  woman  of  the  age,  had  re- 
ceived felicitations  of  marriage  from  many 

*  Keith,  p.  241. 

of 
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of  the  Princes  on  the  Continent :  but  the 
averfion  of  her  fubje&s  to  a  foreign  alliance, 
and  the  will  of  her  father  King  James  V. 
determined  her  choice  in  favour  of  her 
coufm,  Henry  Stuart,  Lord  Darnley,  the 
eldeft  fon  of  the  Earl  of  Lennox.  Upon 
this  head,  John  Knox,  in  his  Hiftory  of 
the  Reformation,  has  a  juft  and  fmgular 
remark.  It  is  doing  him  juftice  to  give  it 
in  his  own  words :  "  The  Queen  being  at 
Stirling,  order  was  given  to  Secretary 
Lethington  to  pafs  to  the  Queen  of  Eng- 
land,— to  declare,  that  Queen  Mary  was 
minded  to  marry  her  coufm,  the  Lord 
Darnley;  and  the  rather,  becaufe  he 
"  was  fo  near  of  blood  to  both  Queens : 
"  for  by  his  mother  he  was  coufm-german 
"  to  the  Queen  of  Scotland  ;  alfo  of  near 
"  kindred,  and  the  fame  name, .  by  his  fa- 
"rther:  his  mother*  was  coufm-german 

*  She  was  daughter  of  Margaret,  the  eldeft  fifter  of 
King  Henry  VIII.  by  Douglas  Earl  of  Angus^  whom 
Ihe  married  after  the  death  of  King  James  IV.  her  firft 
hufbamL 

8  "  to 
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"  to  the  Queen  of  England.  Here  mark 
"  God's  Providence :  King  James  V.  hav- 
"  ing  loft  his  two  foils,  did  declare  his  refo- 
"  lution  to  make  the  Earl  of  Lennox  his 
"  heir  of  the  crown ;  but  he,  prevented  hy 
"  fudden  death,  that  defign  ceafed  :  then 
came  the  Earl  of  Lennox  from  France, 
with  intention  to  marry  King  James's 
widow;  but  that  failed  alfo  :  he  marries 
MaryDouglas;  and  his  fon  (Lord  Darnley) 
"  marrieth  Queen  Mary,  King  James  V.'s 
u  daughter :  and  fo  the  King's  defire  is 
<c  fulfilled,  to  wit,  the  crown  continueth  in 
"  the  name  and  in  the  family."  A  mar- 
riage which  thus  connected  every  claim 
and  title  of  fucceflion  to  two  kingdoms, 
often  at  variance  together,  and  in  whofe 
quarrels  a  deluge  of  blood  had  been  fhed 
on  both  iides,  was  an  event  much  to  be 
\vifhed  for  by  all  good  men,  and  by  none 
fo  much  as  by  the  friends  of  Queen  Mary 
and  her  family,  to  whom  fo  great  a  profpect 
opened. 

Let 
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Let  us  now  fee  the  fentiments  and  be- 
haviour of  her  patriot  brother,  the  Earl 
of  Murray,  on  this  occafion.  I  fhall  ftill 
follow  my  Author,  Knox  :  "  The  Queen" 
(fays  he)  "  wrote  incontinent  for  all  the 
"  Lords  to  come  to  Stirling. — The  fpecial 
"  caufe  of  this  convention  was  to  give  to 
"  the  Lord  Darnley  title  of  honour  openly 
"  andfolemnly,  with  confent  of  the  Nobles, 
"  before  the  marriage.  The  fourth  day  of 
"  May,  the  Earl  of  Murray  came  to  Stir- 
"  ling ;  where  he  was  well  received  by  the 
Queen's  Majefty,  as  appeared ;  and  as 
he  pafled  with  her  to  my  Lord  Darnley's 
chamber,  they  prefented  to  him  a  con- 
tra£t,  containing,  in  effect,  That  foraf- 
u  much  as  fmce  the  Queen  had  contracted 
"  marriage  with  the  Lord  Darnley,  and 
"  that  therefore  fundry  Lords  of  the  No- 
<c  bility  had  underwritten,  ratified,  and  ap- 
"  proved  the  fame,  and  obliged  themfelves 
"  to  grant  unto  him,  in  full  Parliament,  the 
VOL.  I.  B  b  "  crown 
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"crown  matrimonial; — to  ferve  and  obey 
"  him  and  her  as  their  lawful  Sovereigns : 
"  the  Queen  defired  my  Lord  Murray 
"  to  fubfcribe  as  others  had  done  before. 
"Which  he  refufed  to  do;  becaufe,  laid, 
"  he,  it  is  required,  neceflarily,  that  the 
"  whole  Nobility  be  prefent,  at  leaft  the 
u  principal,  and  fuch  as  he  himfelf  was. 
"  pofterior  unto,  before  that  fo  grave 
"  a  matter  ihould  be  advifed  and  con- 
u  eluded. 

"  The  Queen,  noways  content  with  this 
"  anfwer,  inlifted  ftill  upon  him,  faying, 
"  the  greateft  part  of  the  Nobility  were 
"  there  prefent,  and  content  with  the  mat- 
"  ter ;  wiflaed  him  to  be  fo  much  a  Stuart, 
"  as  to  content  to  the  keeping  of  the  crown 
*c  in  the  family  and  the  furname,  according 
"  to  their  father  s  will  and  defire^  as  was 
"  faid  of  him  a  little  before  his  death. 
<c  But  he  ftill  refufed,  for  the  caufes  above 

"  written." 

This 
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This  fact  fpeaks  aloud  :  here  we  have 
a  glimpfe  of  thofe  black  defigns  Xvhich  lay 
brooding  at  the  heart  of  this  baftard-brother 
of  the  Queen;  and  from  this  time  we  fhall 
feethefe  defigns  gradually  unfold  themfelves 
into  ouvert  afts. 

For  preventing  the  Queen's  marriage,  a 
confpiracy  and  aflbciation  was  formed,  of 
which  Murray  was  at  the  head,  to  feize 
the  Queen  and  Lord  Darnley  at  the  kirk  of 
Beith,  on  their  return  from  Perth,  on  the 
I  ft  of  July  1565  ;  to  imprifon  her  in 
the  caftle  of  Lochleven ;  and  to  murder 
or  feize  Darnley,  and  fend  him  prifoner 

to  England. Of  all  this  the  evidence 

follows. 

Randolph,  Queen  Elizabeth's  minifter  at 
Edinburgh,  frpm  his  letters,  appears  to 
have  been  deeply  engaged  with  the  confpi- 
rators  in  this  plot.  In  his  letter  3d  June, 
he  thus  writes  to  Cecil :  "  People  have 
B  b  2  "  finall 
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"  fmall  joy  in  this  their  new  mafter,  and 
<c  find  nothing,  but  that  God  muft  find  him 
"  aftcrt  end^  or  them  a  mlferable  life.  The 
"  dangers  of  thefe  he  now  hateth  are 
"  great ;  but  they  find  fome  fupport,  that 
"  what  he  Intcndeth  to  others,  may  light  upon 
«  blmfdf*." 

In  his  letter  of  the  2d  of  July,  he  writes 
thus  to  Cecil :  "  With  my  Lord  of  Murray  I 
"  have  lately  fpoken :  he  is  grieved  to  fee 
"  the  extreme  follies  in  his  Sovereign ;  he 
"  lamenteth  the  ftate  of  the  country,  that 
"  tendeth  to  utter  ruin  ;  he  feareth  that  the 
"  Nobility  {hall  be  forced  to  aflemble  them- 
u  felves  together,  to  do  her  honour  and 
a  reverence,  as  they  are  in  duty  bound ; 
"  but,  at  the  fame  time,  to  provide  for  the 

"  ftate,   that  it  do  not  utterly  perifh. 

"  The  Duke,  the  Earl  of  Argyle,  and  he 
"  (Murray),  concur  in  this  device ;    many 

*  Keith,  p.  282. 

"  others 
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**  others  are  like  to  join  them  in  the  fame : 
46  what  will  enfue,  let  wife  men  judge  *," 

How  the  ruin  of  the  ftate  was  to  enfue 
from  this  marriage,  founded,  to  all  appear- 
ance, upon  principles  both  wife  and  falu- 
tary  for  the  ftate,  and  approved  by  all  good 
men,  is  not  fo  eafy  to  be  comprehended. 
That  the  Queen's  marriage  was  a  very  great 
bar  in  the  way  of  Murray,  is  extremely 
obvious;  and  for  that  reafon,  that  the  moft 
defperate  meafures  were  put  in  execution 
by  him,  to  prevent  its  having  effect,  we 
{hall  foon  fee.  At  this  very  period,  how- 
ever, it  is  acknowledged  by  all  our  Hifto- 
rians,  that  the  Queen  was  the  darling  of 
her  people,  and  that  her  government  was 
mild  and  unexceptionable  to  all.  This  Dr<, 
Robertfon  candidly  acknowledges  f .  The 
only  grievance  therefore  here  complained 

*  Cotton  Lib.    Calig.  book  x.  fol.  299.      Keiths 
p.  289. 

f  Robertfon,  vol.  i.  p.  288.  vol.  ii.     DifT.  p.  3. 

Bb  of 
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of  by  Murray  and  his  affociates,  feems  to 
be,  that  the  Queen  ihould  think  of  marry- 
ing, which  they  forefaw  might  put  an  end 
to  that  party  in  the  Eriglifh  intereft,  which 
Elizabeth  cherifhed  and  kept  up,  for  the 
purpofe  of  difturbing  Mary's  government, 
and  of  which  Murray,  for  his  own  private 
views,  was  at  the  head. 

What  lengths  this  affectation  was  re- 
folved  to  go,  in  profecution  of  their  fcheme 
to  prevent  the  marriage,  we  proceed  to  un- 
fold. 

Randolph  thus  writes  to  Cecil  in  the 
above  letter  of  the  2d  of  July:  "  Darnley's 
"  behaviour  is  fuch,  as  he  is  run  in  con- 
"  tempt  of  all  men,  even  of  thofe  that 
"  were  his  chief  friends  :  what  mall  become 
"  of  him  I  know  not,  but  it  is  greatly  to 
"  be  feared  that  he  can  have  no  long  life 
*c  among  this  people  *."  Here  is  a  predic- 

*  Keith,  p.  287. 

tion% 
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tion,  which ,  without  the  gift  of  prophecy, 
Randolph  might  very  fafeiy  make  from 
what  follows  in  his  letter :  "  The  queftion" 
(fays  he)  "  has  been  afkt  me,  Whether, 
"  if  they  (Darnley  and  his  father  Lennox) 
"  were  delivered  to  us  at  Berwick,  we  would 
"  receive  them  ?  I  anfwered,  We  would 
"  receive  our  own,  in  'what  fort  feever 
"  they  came  in  to  us  *  j"  /.  e.  dead  or 
alive. 

This  confpiracy  being  detected  by  the 
Queen,  the  very  day  before  it  was  concerted 
to  have  been  put  in  execution,  me,  with 
the  aflSftance  of  the  Earl  of  Athol,  and  what 
men  he  could  inftantly  raife,  made  a  fud- 
den  march  to  Edinburgh ;  which  entirely 
difconcerted  Murray  and  his  confederates, 
infomuch  that,  feeing  themfelves  dete&ed, 
they  made  their  retreat  to  Stirling ;  where 
they  aflembled  their  flrength,  and  foon 

*  Cotton  Lib.  Calig.    book  x.  fol.  299.     Keith, 
p.  290. 

B  b  4  after 
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after  took  arms,  and  rofe  in  open  rebellion, 
This  open  attempt  appeared  to  be  fo  un-* 
provoked  and  unjuftifiable  to  the  nation 
at  large,  that  the  Queen,  with  her  whole 
people  upon  her  fide,  found  it  an  eafy 
matter  to  crulh  Murray  and  his  defperate 
party,  who  for  refuge  fled  into  England. 

The  defperate  refolution  of  Murray  and 
his  party,  of  thus  riling  in  open  rebellion 
againft  their  Sovereign,  is  opened  to  us  by 
their  confident  Randolph,  the  Englifh  mi- 
nifter,  in  his  letter  to  Cecil  at  this  very  time, 
3d  September  1565 :  "  The  Lords  were 
"forced  from  Edinburgh. —The  Queen 
"  fufpe£ts  Morton,  yet  hath  he  not  the  wit 
"  to  leave  her.  She  weareth  a  piftol  charged 
"  when  in  the  field  $  and  of  all  her  troops 
"  her  hufband  only  has  gilt  armour.' 
"  Divers  of  the  other  fide  are  appointed  to 
"  fet  upon  the  Queen's  hufband,  and  either 
"  kill  him,  or  die  tbemfelves.  They  expert 
^  relief  from  England :  much  promifed, 

"  but 
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^  but  little  received  as  yet.  If  her  Majefty 
"  will  now  help  them,  they  doubt  not  but 
"  one  country  'will  receive  both  the  S^neens  *." 
J  fhall  only  add  one  teftimony  more ;  and 
that  is,  no  lefs  than  the  affirmation  of  moft 
of  the  Scotch  Nobility ;  among  whom  were 
the  Earls  of  Argyle,  Rothes,  and  the  Lord 
Boyd,  who  at  firft  joined  with  Murray, 
but  afterwards  fubmitted,  and  were  par- 
doned by  the  Queen,  and  muft  have  cer- 
tainly known  the  truth  of  what  they  fub- 
fcribed  to  againft  Murray,  their  affociate, 
in  this  affair.  They  declare  in  thefe  words : 
*'  That  he,  Murray,  at  this  time,  con- 
<c  fpired  the  flaughter  of  the  Lord  Darn- 
f<  ley,  and  to  have  imprifoned  her  High- 
"  nefs  in  Lochleven,  and  ufurped  the  go- 

f<  vernment  f ." 

Thus 

*  Cotton  Lib.  Calig.  book  x.  fol.  335.  Keith, 
App.  p.  164. 

t  Dr.  Robertfon  acknowledges  this  confpiracy  for 
feizing  Darnley,  and  fending  him  a  prifoner  to  Eng- 
land, vol.  it.  p.  284.  ;  and  endeavours  to  balance  it  by 

the 
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Thus  have  we  full  and  clear  proof,  from 
the  concurrent  teftimonies  of  the  confpi- 

jrators 

the  report  of  a  counter-plot  formed  by  Darnley  to  afTaf- 
fin  ate  Murray  at  that  time.  Let  us  examine  what 
appearance  of  truth  there  is  in  this  counter-plot  of 
Darnley's,  from  the  Doctor's  argument :  "  Firft," 
(fays  he,)  "  Buchanan  pofitively  aflerts  it ;  2.  Ran- 
cc  dolph  aflerts  it;  and,  3.  Murray  himfelf  aflerts  it." 
Ibid.  p.  285. 

As  to  the  firft,  Buchanan,  he  could  not  afiert  this 
from  his  own  knowledge;  for  at  that  very  time  Bu- 
chanan was  in  France  :  but  had  he  been  on  the  fpof, 
the  innumerable  falfehoods  he  has  aflerted  againft 
Queen  Mary,  which  are  contradicted  in  every  page  by 
the  public  records,  and  by  the  moft  authentic  evidences 
ftill  extant,  juftly  render  any  authority  taken  from  him 
a  difcredit  to  the  author  who  relies  on  him. 

As  to  Randolph  and  Murray,  as  we  have  feen  them 
both  afTociated  by  Randolph's  own  direct  acknow- 
ledgment in  the  confpiracy  againft  the  Queen  and 
Darnley,  it  is  flrange  in  Dr.  Robertfon  to  bring  thefe 
two  as  witnefles  to  a  ftory  of  their  own  making,  for 
which  they  could  never  give  any  other  author. 

I  cannot  commend  the  Doctor  on  the  head  of  impar- 
tiality in  this  matter.  He  excufes  Murray  for  not 
coming  to  court  to  prove  his  aflertion,  and  the  truth  of 
it*  Murray  was  not  defired  to  appear  perfonally  ;  he 

was 
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rators  themfelves,  -of  a  plot  and  confede- 
racy formed  by  Murray  and  his  party  for 

over- 
was  required  by  a&  of  Council,  lyth  July,  upon  his 
allegiance,  to  "  declair  plainly  and  uprightly  the  wordis 
cc  and  bruit  made  to  him  of  the  faid  allagit  confpiracy, 
*6  the  form  and  manner  of  it,  and  the  name  of  the 
<c  reporter ;  and  to  put  his  declaration  in  write,  and 
"  fubfcribe  it,  and  fend  it  with  her  advocate  to  her 
"  Majefty  ;  —  otherways  that  he  would  be  held  to  be 
<e  the  inventor  and  author  of  that  falfe  report  himfelf.'* 
Keith,  Append,  p.  108. 

What  anfwer  does  Murray  give  to  this  ?  That  he 
was  contented  (rather)  "  to  come  to  hir  Majefty  to 
<c  declare  the  truth  of  the  report  made  to  him  of  the 
**  alledgit.confpiracy,  provided  he  had  an  aflurance  of 
"  protection  fent  him," 

By  aft  of  Council,  iQth  of  July  1565,  the  Queen 
accordingly  fends  him  a  protection  for  himfelf  and  his 
company  to  come  to  court. — Does  he  come  ?  No ! 
not  although  repeatedly  required  to  do  fo,  on  his  alle- 
giance, and  a  fecond  protection  fent  him  for  himfelf 
and  eighty  followers  ;  yet  Murray  never  would  appear 
perfonally,  nor  give  any  declaration  ;  nor  did  he  ever 
name  any  perfon  as  the  author  of  this  report.  The 
plain  inference  and  conclufion  follows,  that  he  him- 
felf was  the  author  of  this  invented  plot.  Let  us  hear 

Mr. 
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overturning  the  government,  dethroning 
Queen  Mary,  and  murdering  the  Lord 
Darnley  *  ;  and  this  carried  into  execution 
by  an  open  rebellion,  headed  by  Murray, 
which  Queen  Mary  was  fo  fuccefsful  as  to 
crufh,  and  oblige  him  to  fly  the  king- 
dom, and  to  take  refuge  under  Queen 
Elizabeth,  whofe  ihare  in  "this  enterprife 
is  fufficiently  proved  by  the  preceding 
teftimonies. 

What  motives,  we  now  afk  in  our  turn, 
could  induce  Murray,  at  this  time,  when 
the  kingdom  was  in  univerfal  peace  and 
quiet,  under  the  mild  government  of  his 
lifter  and  benefactrefs,  who  had  raifed  him 

Mr.   Hume's  fentiments. "  The  confpiracy,"  fays 

he,  ec  of  which  Murray  complains,  is  founded  on  very 
"  doubtful  evidence ;"  voL  tv.  p.  463.  After  all, 
fuppofing  it  had  been  true,  it  could  be  no  vindication 
of  his  treacherous  afibciation  and  confpiracy  for  feizing 
the  Queen  and  Darnley,  and  rifing  in  rebellion  againft 
them. 

*  Cotton  Lib.     Goodall,  vol.  ii.  p.  358. 

7  to 
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to  the  height  of  power  next  to  herfelf,  and 
trufted  him  with  the  adminiftration  of  all 
affairs,  thus,  unprovoked,  to  form  a  plot  to 
dethrone  her,  and  murder  her  hufband  ? 
What  elfe,  furely,  but  that  inordinate 
lull  of  power  and  ambition,  to  fet  himfelf 
at  the  head  of  government,  which  ever  has 
been,  and  will  be  a  tempting  motive  to 
ambitious  men  to  cut  through  the  ftrongeft 
ties,  and  to  commit  the  word  of  crimes  ! 
And  although  Murray  failed  at  this  time 
in  his  attempt,  yet,  by  perfevering  in  his 
fcheme,  and  laying  his  plan  deeper,  he  foon 
after  was  fuccefsful. 


END    OF    THE    FIRST    VOLUME. 
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